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PREFACE. 


I  BEGAN  the  work  of  which  I  now  publish  the 
first  volume  in  the  year  1819 ;  and  was  then  so 
much  in  error  respecting  the  inquiries  to  which  it 
would  lead  me,  that  I  recollect  believing  that  it 
might  be  completed  in  six  months.  I  have  since 
deceived  myself  and  some  of  my  friends  with  the 
expectation  of  its  speedy  conclusion.  The  causes 
of  delay  have  been  partly  circumstances  merely 
personal,  partly  my  being  occupied  by  other  ob- 
jects theological  and  literary,  but  principally  the 
fact,  that  the  inquiry  on  which  we  are  about  to 
enter,  when  thoroughly  pursued,  presents  itself  in 
unexpected  relations  to  many  important  subjects, 
all  of  which  it  is  necessary  to  examine  in  order 
to  its  satisfactory  discussion.  As  regards  some  of 
the  principal  of  these  subjects,  the  truth  did  not 
seem  to  me  to  have  been  established  ;  and,  as  re- 
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gards  every  subject  that  may  be  embraced  in  such 
a  work  as  the  present,  he  who  would  execute  it 
in  a  proper  manner  should  examine  for  himself; 
trusting  as  little  as  possible  to  second-hand  infor- 
mation, and  neither  adopting  old  opinions  because 
they  have  been  acquiesced  in,  nor  new  opinions 
because  they  have  been  confidently  asserted. 

The  various  bearings  of  the  inquiry  have  given 
occasion  to  the  large  body  of  notes  contained  in 
this  volume.  Some  of  them,  as  will  be  perceived, 
present  a  detail  of  the  facts  on  which  assertions 
in  the  text  are  founded,  and  resemble  the  author- 
ities annexed  to  an  historical  work.  Others  are 
properly  dissertations  on  subjects  intimately  con- 
nected with  the  main  question,  though  they  pos- 
sess at  the  same  time  an  independent  interest.  In 
these  dissertations,  as  well  as  in  the  text  of  the 
work,  I  have  endeavoured  so  to  explain  myself  as 
to  be  readily  understood  by  all  intelligent  readers, 
whether  familiar  with  theological  studies  or  not. 

I  have  published  this  volume  separately,  because 
it  completes  one  division  of  the  work  intended, 
containing  the  statement  of  the  testimony  of  the 
great  body  of  early  Christians  to  the  genuineness 
of  the  Gospels.  It  likewise  comprises  as  large  a 
number  of  subjects  as  it  may  be  well  to  presdni^  at 
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once  to  the  attention  of  my  readers  ;  and,  such 
being  the  case,  I  was  desirous  of  saving  this  por- 
tion of  my  labors  from  the  accidents  to  which  a 
manuscript  is  exposed. 

It  is  my  purpose  next  to  show  the  strong  con- 
firmation of  the  more  direct  historical  evidence  af- 
forded by  the  manner  in  which  the  Gospels  were 
regarded  by  the  early  Gnostic  heretics  ;  a  field 
which,  though  not  untrodden,  has  been  unexplored ; 
and  then  to  proceed  to  the  collateral  evidence  for 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  to  be  derived  from 
their  character  and  contents.  But  it  may  be  ob- 
served that  this  volume  is,  in  its  nature,  an  inde- 
pendent work,  and  might  have  been  so  published, 
had  no  others  been  intended  to  follow. 

Cambridge,  19  February,  1837. 
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SECOND  EDITION  OF  THE  FIRST  VOLUME. 


I  HAVE  made  some  corrections  in  this  edition, 
and  have  given  about  fifty  pages  of  new  matter. 
I  have  omitted  about  the  same  amount  of  what 
was  in  the  volume  as  first  published. 

The  portions  omitted  consist  principally  of  state- 
ments and  arguments,  which,  having  been  once 
made,  it  is  not  worth  while  to  repeat,  because 
they  concern  errors  of  the  day,  that  have  not  their 
origin  in  any  essential  or  permanent  aspect  of  the 
subject  to  which  they  relate.  They  are  such  errors 
as  may  well  be  remarked  upon  during  the  time  of 
their  prevalence,  but  which  gradually  disappear  as 
the  subject  is  better  understood,  so  that  in  a  short 
time  any  notice  of  them  becomes  obsolete. 

The  greater  part  of  the  omissions  is  from  the 
ai^ument  concerning  the  evidence  of  Justin  Mar- 
h 
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t3nr.  This  argument,  by  freeing  it  from  references 
to  &lse  opinions  which  have  already  ceased  to  at- 
tract attention,  has  been  rendered  more  compact, 
and,  though  it  may  have  gained  nothing  in  its 
essential  force,  is,  perhaps,  presented  in  a  more  ef- 
fective form. 

For  the  use  of  those  who  own  the  first  edition 
of  this  volume,  the  principal  additions  have  been 
printed  separately. 

Cambridge,  31  July,  1846. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


STATEMENT    OF     THE    CASE. 

The  object  of  the  following  work  is  to  prove 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels.  In  asserting 
their  genuineness,  I  mean  to  be  understood  as 
affirming,  that  they  remain  essentially  the  same 
as  they  were  originally  written  ;  and  that  they 
have  been  ascribed  to  their  true  authors.  The 
ground  which  has  been  taken  by  those  who 
have  denied  their  genuineness,  as  thus  explained, 
may  appear  from  the  following  statements. 

The  Gospels  are  quoted,  as  the  undoubted 
works  of  the  authors  to  whom  they  are  ascribed, 
by  an  unbroken  series  of  Christian  writers, 
reaching  back  to  the  latter  part  of  the  second 
century ;  or  in  other  words,  to  the  time  of  Ire- 
nseus,  who  wrote  in  the  last  quarter  of  that 
century.  But  it  is  affirmed,  that  beyond  his 
time  the  testimony  to  their  genuineness  fails. 
As  we  ascend  to  a  remoter  period,  we  come  to 
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the  writings  of  Justin  Martyr,  who  flourished 
about  the  middle  of  the  second  century ;  and  to 
those  ascribed  to  Apostolic  Fathers,  or  supposed 
contemporaries  of  the  Apostles.  It  has  been 
affirmed  that  these  writings,  though  they  are 
commonly  quoted  for  the  purpose,  afford  no 
evidence  that  our  present  Gospels  were  known 
to  their  authors.  In  regard  to  the  writings 
attributed  to  Apostolic  Fathers,  the  remark  is 
not  new.  It  was  made,  for  instance,  by  Boling- 
broke,  who,  in  his  "  Letters  on  the  Study  of 
History,"  has  the  following  passage. 

"  Writers  copy  one  another ;  and  the  mistake 
that  was  committed,  or  the  falsehood  that  was 
invented  by  one,  is  adopted  by  hundreds. 

"  Abbadie  says,  in  his  famous  book,  that  the 
gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is  cited  by  Clemens, 
Bishop  of  Rome,  a  disciple  of  the  apostles ;  that 
Barnabas  cites  it  in  his  epistle ;  that  Ignatius 
and  Polycarp  receive  it;  and  that  the  same 
fathers  that  give  testimony  for  Matthew,  give 
it  likewise  for  Mark.  Nay,  your  Lordship  will 
find,  I  believe,  that  the  present  bishop  of  Lon- 
don [Gibson],  in  his  third  pastoral  letter,  speaks 
to  the  same  effect.  I  will  not  trouble  you  nor 
myself  with  any  more  instances  of  the  same 
kind.  Let  this,  which  occurred  to  me  as  I 
was  writing,  suffice.     It  may  well  suffice ;  for  I 
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presume  the  fact  advanced  by  the  minister 
and  the  bishop  is  a  mistake.  If  the  fathers 
of  the  first  century  do  mention  some  pasi^ages 
that  are  agreeable  to  what  we  read  in  our 
evangelists,  will  it  follow  that  these  fathers  had 
the  same  gospels  before  them?  To  say  so  is 
a  manifest  abuse  of  history,  and  quite  inex- 
cusable in  writers  that  knew,  or  should  have 
known,  that  these  fathers  made  use  of  other 
gospels,  wherein  such  passages  might  be  con- 
tained ;  or  they  might  be  preserved  in  unwritten 
tradition.  Besides  which,  I  could  almost  ven- 
ture to  affirm,  that  these  fathers  of  the  first 
century  do  not  expressly  name  the  gospels  we 
have  of  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John."* 

The  supposition  of  Bolingbroke  in  the  last 
sentence  is  true;  or  rather,  to  state  the  fact 
precisely,  the  Gospels  are  not  named  in  the 
writings  ascribed  to,  fathers  of  the  first  century. 
In  agreement  with  what  has  been  quoted,  the 
learned  German  theologian,  Eichhorn,  in  his 
"  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,"  endeav- 
ours to  prove  at  length,  that  the  authors  of  those 
writings  did  not  make  use  of  our  present  Gos- 
pels, but  of  others  different  firom  them.f 

•  Letter  V.  ^  4. 

t  Einleitung  in  d.  N.  T.,  i.  e.  Introduction  to  the  New  Testa- 
ment, Vol.  I.  p.  113,  seqq.  I  give  the  pages  of  the  first  edition, 
which  are  numbered  likewise  in  the  margin  of  the  second. 
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Another  German  theologian,  Less,  who  died 
about  the  close  of  the  last  century,  wrote  in 
defence  of  the  genuineness  of  the  books  of  the 
New  Testament.  In  treating  this  subject,  the 
results  at  which  he  arrives,  from  an  examination 
of  the  writings  just  mentioned,  are  thus  stated 
by  Bishop  Marsh. 

"  From  the  epistle  of  Barnabas,  no  inference 
can  be  deduced  that  he  had  read  any  part  of 
the  New  Testament.  From  the  genuine  epistle, 
as  it  is  called,  of  Clement  of  Rome,  it  may  be 
inferred  that  Clement  had  read  the  first  epis- 
tle to  the  Corinthians.  From  the  Shepherd  of 
Hennas,  no  inference  whatsoever  can  be  drawn. 
From  the  epistles  of  Ignatius,  it  may  be  con- 
cluded that  he  had  read  St.  PauPs  epistle  to 
the  Ephesians,  and  that  there  existed  in  his 
time  evangelical  writings,  though  it  cannot  be 
shown  that  he  has  quoted  from  them.  From 
Polycarp's  epistle  to  the  Philippians,  it  appears 
that  he  had  heard  of  St.  PauPs  epistle  to  that 
community,  and  that  he  quotes  a  passage  which 
is  in  the  first  epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  and 
another  which  is  in  the  epistle  to  the  Ephesians; 
but  no  positive  conclusion  can  be  drawn  with 
respect  to  any  other  epistle,  or  any  of  the  four 
Gospels.''* 

*  Marsh's  Michaelis,  Vol.  I.  p.  354. 
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According  to  this  statement,  it  would  appear 
that  no  evidence  can  be  derived  from  the  works 
ascribed  to  Apostolic  Fathers  in  proof  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  Gospels, 

The  writings  of  Justin  Martyr  have,  till  of 
late,  been  appealed  to  confidently,  as  ajBTording 
very  early  and  very  important  evidence  of  this 
fact.  Lardner  states,  that  ^^he  has  numerous 
quotations  of  our  Gospels  except  that  of  St 
Mark,  which  he  has  seldom  quoted";  that  "it 
must  be  plain  to  all,  that  he  owned  and  had 
the  highest  respect  for  the  four  Gospels";  and 
that  he  ajBTords  proof,  that  "  these  Gospels  were 
publicly  read  in  the  assemUies  of  the  Christians 
every  Lord's  day."  *  "  It  seems  extremely  ma- 
terial to  be  observed,"  says  Paley,  "  that  in  all 
Justin's  works,  from  which  might  be  extracted 
almost  a  complete  life  of  Christ,  there  are  but 
two  instances  in  which  he  refers  to  any  thing 
as  said  or  done  by  Christ  which  is  not  related 
concerning  him  in  our  present  Gospels ;  which 
shows  that  these  Gospels,  and  these,  we  may 
say,  alone,  were  the  authorities  from  which  the 
Christians  of  that  day  drew  the  information 
upon  which  they  depended."  t 

It  is,   however,   at   present  contended,   that 

*  Laidner's  Credibility  of  the  Gospel  History,  P.  II.  c.  10. 
I  Paley *8  Evidences  of  Christianity,  P.  I.  c.  ix.  s.  1. 
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Justin  Martyr  did  not  quote  from  our  four  Gos- 
pels, and  therefore  cannot  ajBTord  evidence  of 
their  genuineness.  He  does  not  mention  them 
by  name.  His  quotations  which  agree  in  sense 
with  passages  found  in  the  Gospels,  he  pro- 
fesses to  take  from  what  he  calls  "Memoirs  by 
the  Apostles";  and  in  these  quotations,  there 
is  generally  a  want  of  verbal  coincidence  with 
the  passages  in  the  Gospels  to  which  they  other- 
wise correspond. 

"  Mr.  Stroth,"  says  Bishop  Marsh,  "  has  shown 
by  very  satisfactory  arguments,  that  these  Me- 
moirs were  not  our  four  Gospels,  but  a  single 
gospel,  which  had  much  matter  in  common  with 
the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St. 
Luke ;  but  which  was  not  the  same  with  any 
of  them.  Since  Mr.  Stroth's  time  the  subject 
has  been  again  investigated  by  several  eminent 
critics ;  and  the  uniform  result  of  their  inquiries 
is,  that  Justin's  ^Anofivrffiovsviiaxa  [the  Memoirs 
in  question]  were  not  our  four  Gospels,  but 
some  single  gospel."*  "  If,"  says  Bishop  Marsh, 
in  another  work,  "the  force  of  Mr.  Stroth's 
arguments  be  admitted  (and  they  seem  really 
convincing),  we  cannot  produce  Justin  as  an 


*  Letters  to  the  Anonymous  Author  of  Remarks  on  Michaelb 
and  his  Commentator,  p.  29. 
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evidence  for  the  four  Gospels ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  no  inference  can  be  deduced  to  their 
disadvantage."* 

The  concluding  remark,  that  no  inference  can 
be  deduced  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  Gospels, 
Bishop  Marsh  endeavours  to  illustrate;  but  its 
truth  will  not  be  admitted  by  those  who  deny 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels ;  and  the  propo- 
sition does  not,  in  itself,  appear  tenable. 

"Justin  Martyr,"  says  Eichhom,  "who  was 
bom  A.  D.  89,  and  died  A.  D.  163,  a  Samaritan, 
a  native  of  Flavia  Neapolis,  early  became  con- 
verted from  a  heathen  philosopher  to  a  zealous 
Christian,  and  was  one  of  the  earliest  Christian 
writers.  He  nowhere  quotes  the  life  and  say- 
ings of  Jesus  according  to  our  present  four 
Gospels,  which  he  was  not  acquainted  with. 
This  is  a  very  important  circumstance  in  regard 
to  the  history  of  the  Grospels ;  as  he  had  de- 
voted many  years  to  travel,  and  resided  a  long 
time  in  Italy  and  Asia  Minor. "f 

On  the  whole,  it  is  concluded  by  Eichhorn 
and  others,  that  our  four  Gospels,  in  their  pres- 
ent famij  were  not  in  common  use  before  the 
end  of  the  second  century.  Previously  to  that 
time,  it  is  supposed  that  other  gospels  were  in 

*  Marsh's  Michaelis,  I.  361. 
t  Einleitung  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  78. 
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circulation.  "  If  we  will  not,"  says  Eichhorn, 
*^be  influenced  by  idle  tales  and  unsupported 
tradition,  but  by  the  only  sure  evidence  of  his- 
tory, we  must  conclude,  that,  before  our  present 
Gospels,  other  decidedly  different  gospels  were 
in  circulation,  and  were  used  during  the  first 
two  centuries  in  the  instruction  of  Christians."* 
He  supposes  these  earlier  gospels  and  our  first 
three  Gospels,  namely,  those  of  Matthew,  Mark, 
and  Luke,  to  have  all  had  a  common  origin; 
and  he  gives  the  following  account  of  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  conceives  them  to  have  been 
formed. 

There  was,  he  supposes,  very  early  in  exist- 
ence a  short  historical  sketch  of  the  life  of 
Christ,  which  may  be  called  the  Original  Gos- 
pel. This  was,  probably,  provided  for  the  use 
of  those  assistants  of  the  Apostles  in  the  work 
of  teaching  Christianity,  who  had  not  them- 
selves seen  the  actions  and  heard  the  dis- 
courses of  Christ.  It  was,  however,  but  "a 
rough  sketch,"  "  a  brief  and  imperfect  account," 
^^  without  historical  plan  or  methodical  arrange- 
ment." In  this  respect  it  was,  according  to 
Eichhorn,  very  different  firom  our  four  Gospels. 
**  These  present  no  rough  sketch,  such  as  we 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  140. 
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mast  suppose  the  first  essay  upon  the  life  of 
Jesus  to  have  been ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  are 
works  written  with  art  and  labor,  and  contain 
portions  of  his  life  of  which  no  mention  was 
made  in  the  first  preaching  of  Christianity."* 
This  Original  Gospel  was  the  basis  both  of  the 
earlier  gospels  used  during  the  first  two  centu- 
ries, and  of  the  first  three  of  our  present  Gos- 
pels, by  which,  together  with  the  Gospel  of 
John,  those  earlier  gospels  were  finally  super- 
seded. The  earlier  gospels  retained  more  or 
less  of  the  rudeness  and  incompleteness  of  the 
Original  Gospel. 

"But  they  very  soon  fell  into  the  hands  of 
those  who  undertook  to  supply  their  defects  and 
incompleteness,  both  in  the  general  compass  of 
the  history,  and  in  the  narration  of  particular 
events.  Not  content  with  a  life  of  Jesus,  which, 
like  the  gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  and  those  of 
Marcion  and  Tatian^  commenced  with  his  pub- 
lic appearance,  there  were  those  who  early  pre- 
fixed to  the  Memoirs  used  by  Justin  Martyr, 
and  to  the  gospel  of  Cerinthus,  an  account  of 
his  genealogy,  his  birth,  and  the  period  of  his 
youth.  In  like  manner,  we  find,  upon  compar- 
hig  together,  in  parallel  passages,  the  remaining 

•  Ibid.  pp.  5,  149. 
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fragments  of  these  gospels,  that  they  were  re- 
ceiving continual  accessions.  The  voice  from 
heaven  at  the  baptism  of  Jesus  was  originally 
stated  to  have  been,  Thou  art  my  Son;  this 
day  have  I  begotten  thee;  as  it  is  quoted  by 
Justin  Martyr  in  two  places.  Clement  of  Alex- 
andria found  the  same,  in  a  gospel  of  which 
we  have  no  particular  description,  with  the  ad- 
dition of  the  word  *  beloved';  Hum  art  my 
beloved  son;  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee. 
Other  gospels  represented  the  voice  as  having 
been,  Thou  art  my  beloved  son,  with  whom  I 
am  well  pleased ;  as  it  is  given  in  the  cathdic 
Gospels,  namely,  in  Mark  i.  11.  In  the  gospel 
of  the  Ebionites,  according  to  Epiphanius,  both 
accounts  of  the  voice  from  heaven  were  united  ; 
Thou  art  my  beloved  son^  with  thee  I  am  well 
pleased;  and  again  \  This  day  have  I  begotten 
thee.  By  these  continual  accessions,  the  origi- 
nal text  of  the  life  of  Jesus  was  lost  in  a  mass 
of  additions,  so  that  its  words  appeared  among 
them  but  as  insulated  fragments.  Of  this  any 
one  may  satisfy  himself  from  the  account  of  the 
baptism  of  Jesus,  which  was  compiled  out  of 
various  gospels.  The  necessary  consequence 
was,  that  at  last  truth  and  falsehood,  authentic 
and  fabulous  narratives,  or  such,  at  least,  as 
through   long  tradition   had   become   disfigured 
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and  falsified,  were  brought  together  promiscu- 
ously. The  longer  these  narratives  passed  from 
mouth  to  mouth,  the  more  uncertain  and  disfig- 
ured they  would  become.  At  last,  at  the  end 
of  the  second  and  the  beginning  of  the  third 
century,  in  order,  as  far  as  might  be,  to  preserve 
the  true  accounts  concerning  the  life  of  Jesus, 
and  to  deliver  them  to  posterity  as  firee  from 
error  as  possible,  the  Church,  out  of  the  many 
gospels  which  were  extant,  selected  four,  which 
had  the  greatest  marks  of  credibility,  and  the 
necessary  completeness  for  common  use.  There 
are  no  traces  of  our  present  Gospels  of  Matr 
thew,  Mark,  and  Luke,  before  the  end  of  the 
second  and  the  beginning  of  the  third  century. 
Irenseus,  about  the  year  202,  first  speaks  deci- 
sively of  four  gospels,  and  imagines  all  sorts 
of  reasons  for  this  particular  number;  and 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  about  the  year  216,* 
labored  to  collect  divers  accounts  concerning  the 
origin  of  these  four  gospels,  in  order  to  prove 
that  these  alone  should  be  acknowledged  as 
authentic.  From  these  facts,  it  is  evident,  that 
it  was  about  the   end  of  the  second  and  the 

*  The  dates  here  assigned  by  Eichhorn,  it  may  be  observed, 
are,  as  has  been  supposed,  the  dates  of  the  death  of  Irenseus  and 
of  Clement,  not  of  the  periods  about  which  they  wrote  and  flour- 
ished.   These  he  elsewhere  gives  correctly. 
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beginning  of  the  third  century  that  the  Church 
first  labored  to  establish  the  universal  authority 
of  these  four  gospels,  which  were  in  existence 
before,  if  not  altogether  in  their  present  form, 
yet  in  most  respects  such  as  we  now  have  them, 
and  to  procure  their  general  reception  in  the 
Church,  with  the  suppression  of  all  other  gospels 
then  extant. 

"Posterity  would  indeed  have  been  under 
much  greater  oldigations,  if,  together  with  the 
Gospel  of  John,  the  Church  had  established,  by 
public  authority,  only  the  first  rough  sketch  of 
the  life  of  Jesus,  which  was  given  to  the  ear- 
liest missionaries  to  authenticate  their  preach* 
ing;  after  separating  it  from  all  its  additions 
and  augmentations*  But  this  was  no  longer 
possible ;  for  there  was  no  copy  extant  free 
from  all  additions,  and  the  critical  operation  of 
separating  this  accessory  matter  was  too  difficult 
for  those  times."* 

**  Many  ancient  writers  of  the  Church,"  Eich- 
horn  subjoins  in  a  note,  "  doubted  the  genuine- 
ness of  many  parts  of  our  Gospels;  but  were 
prevented  from  coming  to  a  decision  by  want  of 
critical  skiU."t  It  is  to  be  observed,  however, 
that  the  only  ancient    writer  of  the   Churchy 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  143-145.  f  I*»d-  P-  l*^- 
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whom  he  quotes  in  proof  of  this  assertion,  is 
Faustus,  the  well  known  Manichsean  of  the 
fourth  century. 

In  treating  of  the  continual  alterations  and 
additions,  to  which  he  supposes  the  text  of  the 
Original  (rospel  to  have  been  subjected,  before 
it  assumed  that  form  in  which  it  was  used  by 
the  first  three  Evangelists,  Eichhom  observes, 
that  ^^  such  an  arbitrary  mode  of  dealing  with 
the  composition  of  another,  so  that  it  shall  pass 
thus  altered  into  circulation,  is  in  our  times  a 
thing  unheard  of  and  impossible ;  because  it  is 
prevented  by  the  multiplication  of  printed  cop- 
ies. But  it  was  different,"  he  proceeds,  "  be- 
fore the  invention  of  printing.  In  transcribing 
a  manuscript,  the  most  arbitrary  alterations  were 
considered  as  allowable,  since  they  affected  only 
an  article  of  private  property,  written  for  the 
use  of  an  individual.  But  these  altered  manu- 
scripts being  again  transcribed,  without  inquiry 
whether  the  manuscript  transcribed  contained 
the  pure  text  of  the  author,  altered  copies  of 
works  thus  passed  unobserved  into  circulation. 
How  often  do  the  manuscripts  of  any  one  of 
the  chronicles  of  the  Middle  Ages,  of  which 
several  manuscripts  are  extant,  agree  with  each 
other  in  exhibiting  the  same  text,  equally  copi- 
ous, or  equally  brief?     What  numerous  com- 
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plaints  do  we  read  in  the  fathers  of  the  first 
centuries  concerning  the  arbitrary  alterations 
made  in  their  writings,  published  but  a  short 
time  before,  by  the  possessors  or  transcribers  of 
manuscripts.  Scarcely  had  copies  of  the  letters 
of  Dionysius  of  Corinth  begun  to  circulate, 
before,  as  he  expresses  himself,  *  the  apostles 
of  Satan  filled  them  with  tares ;  omitting  some 
things  and  adding  others';  and  the  same  fate, 
accorduig  to  his  testimony,  the  Holy  Scriptures 
themselves  could  not  escape.  If  transcribers 
had  not  permitted  themselves  to  make  the  most 
arbitrary  alterations  in  the  writings  of  others, 
would  it  have  been  as  customary  as  we  find 
it  was  for  authors  of  those  times  to  adjure 
their  readers,  at  the  end  of  their  writings,  to 
make  no  alterations  in  them,  and  to  denounce 
the  most  fearful  curses  against  those  who  should 
undertake  to  do  so  ? 

"  The  histories  of  Jesus  must  also  have  been 
subjected  to  the  same  mode  of  treatment. 
Does  not  Celsus  object  to  the  Christians,  that 
they  had  changed  the  gospels  three  times,  four 
times,  and  oftener?  From  what  other  cause 
can  it  proceed,  that  we  still  find  fragments  of 
the  apocryphal  gospels,  in  which  all  the  accounts 
respecting  some  particular  passage  of  the  life  of 
Jesus,  which  are  elsewhere  found  scattered  in 
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different  gospels,  are  brought  together  and  com- 
bined into  one  whole  ?  Thus  the  apocryphal 
gospel  of  the  Ebionites,  quoted  by  Epiphanius, 
has  brought  together  all  relating  to  the  baptism 
of  Jesus  which  is  found  concerning  it  in  our 
first  three  Gospels,  and  in  the  Memoirs  by  the 
Apostles,  used  by  Justin  Martyr."* 

"  As  soon,''  he  remarks  in  another  place,  "  as 
the  history  of  our  catholic  Gospels  commences, 
we  find  men  without  any  critical  knowledge 
busy  in  altering  their  text,  in  shortening  and 
lengthening  it,  and  in  making  changes  of  sy- 
nonymous words.  And  is  this  to  be  wondered 
at?  Ever  since  the  existence  of  written  histo- 
ries of  Jesus,  it  had  been  customary  for  the 
possessors  of  manuscripts  to  make  alterations  in 
their  text,  according  to  the  particular  knowledge 
which  they  had  of  his  preaching  and  actions, 
and  of  the  events  of  his  life.  Thus  the  second 
and  third  generations  of  Christians  only  contin- 
ued this  practice  respecting  the  gospels  which 
the  first  had  begun.  The  custom  was,  in  the 
second  century,  so  generally  known,  that  even 
those  who  were  not  believers  were  acquainted 
with  it.  Celsus  objects  to  the  Christians,  that 
they   had   changed   their  gospels   three    times, 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  173,  seqq. 
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four  timesi  and  oftener,  as  if  they  were  deprive^ 
of  their  senses.  Clement  also,  at  the  end  of 
the  second  century,  speaks  of  those  who  cor- 
rupted the  gospels,  and  ascribes  it  to  them,  that 
at  Matthew  v.  10,  instead  of  the  words,  for 
theirs  is  the  kingdom  of  heaven^  there  was  found 
in  some  manuscripts,  for  they  shall  he  perfect ; 
and  in  others,  for  they  shall  have  a  place  where 
they  shall  not  he  persecuted.'^^^ 

The  preceding  statements  give  a  view  of  the 
difficulties  which  have  been  supposed  to  attend 
the  proof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels ; 
and  likewise  of  the  opinions  which  have  been 
entertained  respecting  their  gross  corruption, 
supposing  them,  in  a  certain  sense,  to  have  pro- 
ceeded from  the  authors  to  whom  they  have 
been  ascribed.  The  passages  quoted  from  Eich- 
horn  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  expressing  the 
views  of  only  a  single  writer.  No  work  of  a 
similar  kind  has  been  received  in  Germany  with 
more  approbation  than  his  "  Introduction  to  the 
New  Testament";  and  his  notions  respecting 
the  Gospels,  or  others  of  the  same  general  char- 
acter,  essentially  affecting   the   belief  of  their 

*  Rid.  pp.  653,  663. 
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genuineness,  have  been  held  by  many  modern 
German  writers* 

But  if  the  preceding  statements  and  opinions 
be  correct,  an  objector  may  say,  —  "  You  have 
little  or  rather  no  evidence  for  the  genuineness 
of  the  Gospels,  which  reaches  back  beyond  the 
close  of  the  second  century ;  though  they  were 
composed,  as  you  imagine,  about  one  hundred 
and  fifty  years  before.  You  have,  in  fact,  no 
proof  of  their  existence,  in  their  present  form^ 
previous  to  that  period.  All  that  can  be  ren- 
dered probable  is,  that  some  works  were  in 
existence,  which  served  as  a  basis  for  the  Gos- 
pels you  now  possess.  But  if,  during  the  first 
two  centuries,  it  was  so  common  to  enlarge  the 
histories  of  Jesus  Christ,  then  in  use,  with  tra- 
ditionary tales,  and  with  additions  of  various 
kinds,  great  and  small;  and  to  alter  and  re- 
model them,  as  the  transcribers  or  possessors  of 
manuscripts  might  think  proper ;  you  can  hardly 
pretend  to  rely  with  much  confidence  upon 
those  histories  which  now  exist.  We  know  in 
what  manner  the  legends  of  saints  have  been 
gradually  swelled  with  the  addition  of  miracu- 
lous stories,  unknown  to  those  by  whom  they 
were  first  composed  ;  and  something  very  simi- 
lar may  have  been  the  case  with  your  Gospels,'' 
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In  answer,  then,  to  all  that  has  been  alleged, 
the  object  of  the  following  work  is  to  establish 
these  two  propositions. 

L  That  the  Gospels  remain  essentially  the 
saipe  as  they  were  originally  composed. 

II.  That  they  have  been  ascribed  to  their 
true  authors. 


PART  I. 

PROOF   THAT   THE  GOSPBLS   REMAIN   ESSENTIALLY  THE   SAME 
AS   THEY  WERE   ORIGINALLY  COMPOSED. 


PART  I. 


CHAPTER  I. 

ABGUOIBNT  FROM  THB  AGREEMENT  OF  THE  RESPECTIVE 
COPIES  OF  THB  FOUR  GOSPELS. 

The  first  proposition  to  be  established,  that 
the  Gospels  remain  essentially  the  same  as  they 
were  originally  composed,  requires  some  expla* 
nation  and  remark. 

In  regard  to  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  the  propo- 
sition is  to  be  understood  in  a  particular  sense. 
This  Gospel,  it  is  probable,  was  originally  com- 
posed in  Hebrew ;  and  we  possess  only  a  Greek 
translation,  made  at  a  very  early  period.*  This 
translation,  it  will  be  my  purpose  to  show,  has 
been  faithfully  preserved.  To  this  alone,  the 
general  remarks  and  arguments  respecting  the 
correct  transmission  of  the  Giospels,  advanced 
in  the  present  chapter,  must  be  considered  as 
directly  applying.    But  no  reason  has  ever  been 

*  On  this  subject  see  Additional  Note,  A. 
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adduced  for  suspecting  that  the  translation  was 
not  intended  to  be  a  faithful  representative  of 
the  original. 

The  Gospels,  I  have  said,  remain  essentially 
the  same  as  they  were  originally  written.  In 
conunon  with  all  other  ancient  writings,  they 
have  been  exposed  to  the  accidents  to  which 
works  preserved  by  transcription  are  liable.  In 
the  very  numerous  authorities  for  determining 
their  text,  we  find  a  great  number  of  differ- 
ences, or  various  readings.  But,  by  comparing 
those  authorities  together,  we  are  able,  in  gen- 
eral, to  ascertain  satisfactorily  the  original  text 
of  the  last  three  Gospels,  and  of  the  Greek 
translation  of  St.  Matthew.  There  are,  how- 
ever, a  few  passages  admitted  into  the  Received 
Text  (the  text  in  common  use  before  the  pub- 
lication of  Griesbach's  edition),  some  extant  in 
a  majority  of  our  present  manuscripts,  and  some 
even  in  all,  the  genuineness  of  which  is  still 
questionable.  Various  considerations,  arising 
firom  some  of  these  passages  not  being  found  in 
manuscripts  of  the  highest  authority,  from  direct 
historical  evidence  concerning  them  in  the  writ- 
ings of  the  fathers,  from  their  unsuitableness  to 
the  context,  from  the  nature  of  their  contents, 
and  from  the  want  of  correspondence  between 
their  style  and  that  of  the  Evangelist  in  whose 
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work  they  now  stand,  may  lead  us  to  disbelieve 
or  doubt  that  they  proceeded  from  him.  In 
mentioning  such  as  are  extant  in  all  our  present 
manuscripts,  I  refer  particularly  to  certain  pas- 
sages in  the  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew.  This 
translation  was  made,  probably,  either  from  one 
or  from  a  very  few  manuscripts  of  the  Hebrew 
Gospel;  and  however  faithfully  the  translator 
intended  to  represent  his  original,  he  may  have 
erred  in  mistaking  additions  or  interpolations, 
found  in  the  copy  or  copies  which  he  followed, 
for  portions  of  the  genuine  text. 

I  will  here  mention  the  more  important  pas- 
sages in  the  Received  Text  of  the  Gospels, 
which,  from  such  causes  as  I  have  spoken  of, 
may,  I  think,  be  regarded  as  spurious,  or  as 
lying  under  suspicion.  I  shall  reserve  a  more 
particular  examination  of  them  for  another  place, 
where  I  shall  treat  at  length  of  the  various  read- 
ings of  the  text  of  the  Gospels.* 

There  are  strong  reasons  for  thinking,  that 
the  first  two  chapters  of  our  present  copies  of 
the  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew  made  no  part  of 
the  original  flebrew.  We  may  suppose  them 
to  have  been  an  ancient  document,  which,  from 
the  connection  of  the  subject  with  his  history, 

*  See  Additional  Note,  A. 
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was  transcribed  into  the  same  Tolume  with  it, 
and  which,  though  first  written  as  a  distinct 
Work,  with  some  mark  of  separation,  yet  in  pro- 
cess of  time  became  blended  with  it,  so  as  ap- 
parently to  form  its  commencement.  Being  thus 
found  incorporated  with  the  Gospel  in  the  man- 
uscript, or  in  manuscripts,  used  by  the  trans- 
lator, it  was  rendered  by  him  as  part  of  the 
original. 

There  are  two  other  passages  in  our  Greek 
Gospel  of  Matthew,  which  I  have  remarked 
upon  in  the  Additional  Note  just  referred  to  in 
the  margin,  and  which,  as  it  seems  to  me,  there 
is  much  reason  for  regarding  as  interpolated. 
These  passages  are  the  narrative  concerning 
Judas  in  the  twenty-seventh  chapter,  beginning 
with  the  third  and  ending  with  the  tenth  verse, 
and  the  account  of  the  raising  of  the  bodies  of 
many  saints  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour's  cruci- 
fixion, in  the  latter  part  of  the  fifty-second  verse 
and  the  fifty-third  of  the  same  chapter. 

In  respect  to  Mark's  Gospel,  there  is  ground 
for  believing  that  the  last  twelve  verses  were  not 
written  by  the  Evangelist,  but  were  added  by 
some  other  writer  to  supply  a  short  conclusion 
to  the  workj  which  some  cause  had  prevented 
the  author  from  completing. 

In  Luke's  Gospel,  the  only  passage  of  any 


i  i*:-' 
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considerable  length  or  importance,  the  genuine- 
ness of  which  appears  to  me  liable  to  suspicion, 
consists  of  the  forty-third  and  forty-fourth  verses 
of  the  twenty-second  chapter,  containing  an  ac- 
count of  the  descent  of  an  angel  to  Jesus,  an4 
of  his  agony  and  bloody  sweat. 

In  John's  Gospel,  what  now  stands  as  the 
conclusion,  the  latter  part  of  the  twenty-fourth 
verse  and  the  twenty-fifth,  of  the  last  chapter, 
has  the  air  of  an  editojial  note*  As  such,  it 
was,  I  think,  probably  distinguished  when  first 
written,  though  this  distinction  was  afterwards 
neglected  by  transcribers. 

In  the  Received  Text  of  this  Gospel  there  are 
likewise  two  other  passages  to  be  considered. 
The  genuineness  of  the  last  clause  of  the  third 
and  the  whole  of  the  fourth  verse  of  the  fifth 
chapter,  which  contain  an  account  of  the  de- 
scent of  an  angel  into  the  pool  of  Bethesda,  is 
very  questionable ;  and  the  story  of  the  woman 
taken  in  adultery,  is,  in  my  opinion,  justly  re- 
garded by  a  majority  of  modern  critics  as  not 
having  been  a  part  of  the  original  Gospel.* 

*  Beeidea  those  that  have  been  mentioned  above,  there  are  two 
other  pajBeages  in  the  Grospels  which  it  may  be  well  to  notice  in 
connection  with  this  subject. 

One  consists  of  the  words  ascribed  to  our  Lord  in  Mattliew  xii. 
40 :  —  <'  For  as  Jonah  was  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  belly 
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The  two  passages  last  mentioned,  and  the 
other  interpolations  that  have  been  suggested, 
that  is,  the  two  insertions  into  the  body  of  the 
text  of  the  original  Hebrew  of  Matthew's  Gos- 
pel, and  one  into  that  of  Luke's  Grospel,  were, 
we  may  suppose,  first  written  as  notes  or  addi- 
tional matter  in  the  margin  of  some  copies  of 
the  Grospel  in  which  they  are  found.  But  pas- 
sages belonging  to  the  text  of  a  work,  which 
had  been  accidentally  omitted  by  a  transcriber, 
were,  likewise,  often  preserved  in  the  margin. 
From  this  circumstance,  notes  and  additional 
matter,   thus   written,   were    not    unfrequendy 


of  the  fish,  80  will  the  Son  of  Man  be  three  days  and  three  nights 
in  the  heart  of  the  earth."  There  are  strong,  and  it  may  seem 
sufficient,  reasons  for  believing  these  words  not  to  have  been 
uttered  by  our  Lord.  But,  on  the  supposition  that  they  were  not, 
it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  they  are  an  interpolation  in  the 
text  of  Matthew's  Grospel. 

The  other  passage  consists  of  the  words  in  which  our  Lord  is 
said  to  have  reproved  James  and  John  for  the  suggestion  of  call- 
ing down  fire  from  heaven  upon  a  village  of  the  Samaritans,  Luke 
ix.  55,  56.  There  is  nothing  in  the  words  themselves  to  excite 
a  doubt  of  their  having  been  spoken  by  Jesus.  The  only  reason 
for  questioning  whether  they  originally  made  a  part  of  Luke's 
Grospel  is,  that  they  are  wanting  in  a  large  number  of  the  most 
important  copies  of  it.  The  passage  presents  one  of  the  most 
difficult  and  curious  problems  in  the  criticism  of  the  text  of  the 
New  Testament. 

Both  these  passages  are  examined  in  the  Additional  Note,  A, 
before  referred  to. 
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mistaken  for  parts  of  the  text,  and  introduced 
by  a  subsequent  copier  into  what  he  thought 
their  proper  place.  This  is  a  fruitful  source 
of  various  readings  in  ancient  writings;  and 
may  explain  how  the  passages  in  question,  if 
not  genuine,  have  become  incorporated  with  the 
text  of  the  Gospels. 

The  facts  that  have  been  mentioned,  respect- 
ing doubtful  or  spurious  passages  in  the  text  of 
the  Gospels,  imply  nothing  opposite  to  the  gen- 
eral proposition  maintained.  On  the  contrary, 
in  reasoning  concerning  those  passages,  we  go 
upon  the  supposition  of  its  truth.  It  is  assumed, 
that  the  Gospels,  generally  speaking,  have  been 
faithfully  preserved;  but  it  is  contended,  that 
there  are  particular  reasons  for  doubting  wheth- 
er one  or  another  of  the  passages  in  question, 
though  found  in  many  or  in  all  the  extant  man- 
uscripts of  a  Gospel,  proceeded  from  the  pen  of 
the  Evangelist.  These  reasons  are  specific,  ap- 
plying in  every  case  to  the  particular  passage 
under  consideration,  and  not  admitting  of  a  gen- 
eral application.  They  suppose  no  new  theory 
respecting  the  corruption  of  the  Gospels,  and  no 
habit  in  transcribers  of  making  unlicensed  al- 
terations. They  imply  nothing  more  than  the 
operation  of  particular  accidents,  producing  error 
in   particular   cases;    the    possibility  of  which 
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none  will  deny.  All  that  we  can  say  respecting 
any  ancient  work  is,  that  it  remains  essentially 
the  same  as  it  was  originally  composed.  For 
specific  reasons,  applying  to  some  particular 
passage,  we  may  doubt  whether  it  proceeded 
from  the  pen  of  the  Evangelbt.  But  unless  the 
Gospels  were  exposed,  as  has  been  imagined,  to 
some  peculiar  causes  of  corruption,  there  can  be 
no  question  that,  generally  speaking,  we  have 
satisfactory  means  of  determining  the  original 
text  of  the  last  three  Gospels,  and  that  of  the 
Greek  translation  of  Matthew;  the  number  of 
authorities  lor  settling  it,  manuscripts,  ancient 
versions,  and  quotations  by  ancient  writers, 
being  far  more  numerous  and  important  than 
those  for  settUng  the  text  of  any  other  ancient 
writing. 

We  proceed,  then,  to  the  proof  that  the  Gos- 
pels have  not  been  exposed  to  any  peculiar 
causes  of  corruption ;  but  remain  essentially  the 
same  as  they  were  originally  composed. 

This  appears,  in  the  first  place,  from  the 
agreement  among  our  {^resent  manuscript  cop- 
ies of  the  Gospels,  or  of  parts  of  the  Gospels, 
in  whatever  form  these  copies  appear.  There 
have  been  examined,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree. 
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about  six  hundred  and  seventy  manuscripts  *  of 
the  whole,  or  of  portions,  of  the  Greek  text  of 
the  Gospels.  These  were  written  in  different 
countries,  and  at  different  periods,  probably  from 
the  fifth  century,  downwards.  They  have  been 
found  in  places  widely  remote  from  each  other, 
in  Asia,  in  Africa,  and  from  one  extreipity  of 
Europe  to  the  other*  Besides  these  manuscripts 
of  the  Greek  text,  there  are  many  manuscripts 
of  ancient  versions  of  the  Gospels,  in  different 
languages  of  each  of  the  three  great  divis- 
ions of  the  world  just  mentioned.  There  are, 
likewise,  many  manuscripts  of  the  works  of 
the  Christian  fathers,  abounding  in  quotations 
from  the  Gospels;  and,  especially,  manuscripts 
of  ancient  commentaries  on  the  Gospels,  such 
as  those  of  Origen,  who  lived  in  the  third  cen- 
tury, and  of  Chrysostom,  who  lived  in  the  fourth ; 
in  which  we  find  their  text  quoted,  as  the  differ- 
ent portions  of  it  are  successively  the  subjects 
of  remark. 

Now,  all  these  different  copies  of  the  Gospels, 
or  parts  of  the  Gospels,  so  numerous,  so  vari- 
ous in  their  character,  so  unconnected,  offering 
themselves  to  notice  in  parts  of  the  world  so 
remote  from  each  other,  concur  in   giving   us 

•  See  Scholz's  Catalogue,  in  the  Prolegomena  to  his  N.  T. 
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essentially  the  same  text.  Divide  them  into 
four  classes,  corresponding  to  the  four  Gospels, 
and  it  is  evident,  that  those  of  each  class  are  to 
be  referred  to  one  common  source ;  that  they 
are  all  copies,  more  or  less  remote,  of  the  same 
original ;  that  they  all  had  one  common  text  for 
their  archetype.  They  vary,  indeed,  more  or 
less  from  each  other;  but  their  variations  have 
arisen  from  the  common  accidents  of  transcrip- 
tion; or,  as  regards  the  versions,  partly  from 
errors  of  translation ;  or,  in  respect  to  the  quota- 
tions by  the  fathers,  partly  from  the  circum- 
stance, that,  in  ancient  as  in  modem  times,  the 
language  of  Scripture  was  often  cited  loosely, 
from  memory,  and  without  regard  to  verbal  ac- 
curacy, in  cases  where  no  particular  verbal  accu- 
racy was  required.  The  agreement  among  the 
extant  copies  of  any  one  of  the  Gospels,  or  of 
portions  of  it,  is  essential;  the  disagreements 
are  accidental  and  trifling,  originating  in  causes 
which,  from  the  nature  of  things,  we  know 
must  have  been  in  operation.  The  same  work 
everywhere  appears ;  and,  by  comparing  together 
different  copies,  we  are  able  to  ascertain  the 
original  text  to  a  great  degree  of  exactness; 
or,  in  other  words,  where  various  readings  oc- 
cur, to  determine  what  were  probably  the  words 
of  the  author. 
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The  Greek  manuscripts,  then,  of  any  one  of 
the  Gospels,  the  versions  of  it,  and  the  quota- 
tions from  it  by  the  fathers,  are  all,  professedly, 
copies  of  that  Gospel  or  of  parts  of  it;  and 
these  copies  correspond  with  each  other.  But, 
as  these  professed  copies  thus  correspond  with 
each  other,  it  follows  that  they  were  derived 
more  or  less  remotely  from  one  archetype. 
Their  agreement  admits  of  no  explanation,  ex- 
cept that  of  their  being  conformed  to  a  common 
exemplar.  In  respect  to  each  of  the  Gospels, 
the  copies  which  we  possess  must  all  be  re- 
ferred, for  their  source,  to  one  original  Gospel, 
one  original  text,  one  original  manuscript.  As 
far  back  as  our  knowledge  extends.  Christians, 
throughout  all  past  ages,  in  Syria,  at  Alexandria, 
at  Rome,  at  Carthage,  at  Constantinople,  and 
at  Moscow,  in  the  east  and  in  the  west,  have 
all  used  copies  of  each  of  the  Gospels  which 
were  evidently  derived  from  one  original  manu- 
script, and  necessarily  imply  that  such  a  manu- 
script, existing  as  their  archetype,  has  been 
faithfiilly  copied. 

Let  us  now  consider  what  must  have  been 
the  consequence,  if  the  supposition  before  stated, 
respecting  the  license  taken  by  different  tran- 
scribers, were  true  of  any  one  of  the  Gospeb. 
In  this  case,  one  transcriber,  in  one  part  of  the 
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world,  would  have  made  certain  alterations  in 
hi9  copy,  and  inserted  certain  narratives  which 
he  had  collected ;  and  another,  in  another  fdace, 
would  have  made  different  alterations,  and  in* 
3arted  different  narratives.  Such  copies,  upon 
the  supposition  that  this  imagined  license  con- 
tinued, would,  when  again  transcribed,  have 
been  again  changed  and  enlarged.  Copies 
would  have  been  continually  multijdying,  di- 
verging more  and  more  from  the  original  and 
from  each  other.  The  original  text  would  have 
been  confounded  and  lost  among  additions  and 
changes,  till,  at  last,  it  might  have  appeared,  to 
quote  the  language  of  Eichhom,  only  in  <^  insu- 
lated fragments.^'*  No  generally  received  text 
would  have  existed ;  none,  therefore,  could  have 
been  preserved  and  handed  down.  Instead  of 
that  agreement  among  the  copies  of  each  Gospel 
which  now  exists,  we  should  have  found  every- 
where manuscripts,  presenting  us  with  different 
collections  of  narratives  and  sayings ;  and  differ- 
ing, at  the  same  time,  in  their  ajrrangement  of 
the  same  facts,  and  in  their  general  style  of 
expression.  There  would  have  been  as  great 
a  want  of  correspondence  among  the  manu- 
scripts which  professed  to  contain  any  particu- 

•  See  be/ore,  p.  12. 
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lar  Gospel^  as  there  is  known  to  exist  among 
those  of  the  Arabian  Nights^  or  among  the  cop!* 
ies  of  the  Gesta  Romanorum.  Thej  would 
have  been  more  unlike  than  those  manuscripts 
of  chronicles  of  the  Middle  Ages  to  which  Eich- 
horn  refers^*  as  the  Gospels  have  been  much 
more  frequently  transcribed*  The  copies  of 
these  writings  would  have  presented  the  same 
phenomena  as  those  of  some  of  the  apocrjphal 
books,  thaty  for  example,  called  the  Gospel  of 
the  Infancy,  which  appears  in  several  different 
forms,  this  collection  of  fables  having  been  re* 
modelled  by  one  after  another  according  to  his 
fancy.  At  the  same  time,  we  should  have 
found  the  want  of  agreement,  which  must  have 
existed  among  different  manuscripts  of  any  one 
of  the  Gospels,  extending  itself  equally  to  the 
translations  of  that  Gospel,  and  to  the  professed 
quotations  from  it  in  ancient  writers. 

The  argument  which  has  been  emfdoyed 
seems  easy  to  be  comprehended;  and  at  the 
same  time  conclusive  of  the  fact,  that  all  our 
present  copies  of  each  of  the  Gospels  are  to 
be  traced  back  to  one  original  manuscript,  in 
multiplying  the  copies  of  which,  no  such  liber- 
ties can  have   been   taken  by  transcribers,  as 

*  See  before,  p.  15. 
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are  supposed  in  the  hjrpothesis  under  consid- 
eration. The  argument  seems,  likewise,  very 
obvious;  yet  its  force  and  bearing  appear  to 
have  been  overlooked  in  framing  that  hypoth- 
esis. The  fact  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
distincdy  adverted  to,  that  the  transcriber  or 
possessor  of  a  manuscript,  making  such  altera- 
tions as  the  hypothesis  supposes,  could  introduce 
them  only  into  a  single  copy,  and  into  such 
others  as  might  be  transcribed  from  it;  and 
that  he  could  not,  properly  speaking,  add  to  or 
corrupt  the  work  itself.  His  copy  would  have 
no  influence  upon  contemporary  copies ;  and  in 
the  case  of  the  Gospels,  we  may  say,  upon 
numerous  contemporary  copies,  in  which  the 
true  text  might  be  preserved,  or  into  which 
difierent  alterations  might  be  introduced.  It  is 
quite  otherwise  since  the  invention  of  print- 
ing. He  who  now  introduces  a  corruption  into 
the  printed  edition  of  a  work  introduces  it  into 
all  the  copies  of  that  edition ;  if  it  be  the  only 
edition,  into  all  the  copies  of  that  work;  and, 
in  many  cases,  into  a  great  majority  of  the 
copies  which  are  extant;  or  which  are  most 
accessible.  All  these  copies  will  agree  in  pre- 
senting us  with  the  same  changes,  or  interpola- 
tions. He  may  properly  be  said  to  corrupt 
the  work  itself.     Thus,  before  the  invention  of 
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printing,  the  famous  verse  in  the  first  Epistle 
of  John,  V.  7y  was  to  be  found,  as  far  as  is 
known,  in  the  text  of  not  more  than  two  Greek 
manuscripts  of  all  those  in  existence.^  But  it 
was  early  admitted  into  a  printed  edition  of  the 
New  Testament ;  and  it  is  now  to  be  found  in 
a  great  majority  of  the  printed  copies,  and, 
consequently,  of  all  the  copies,  of  the  New 
Testament.  It  is  not  now  to  be  considered  as 
a  corruption  of  a  particular  manuscript,  but  as 
a  corruption  of  the  Epistle  itself.  If  printing 
had  not  been  invented,  and  the  Epistle  had  been 

*  I  refer  to  the  Codex  Montfortianus,  and  to  another  lately 
diflcoTered  in  the  Vatican  Library  by  Scholz  (see  his  Biblisch- 
kritiBche  Reise,  i.  e.  Travels  for  the  Purpose  of  Biblical  Criticism, 
p.  105).  But  it  is  not  certain  that  either  of  these  manuscripts  was 
written  before  the  inyention  of  printing. 

Tliere  is  another  manuscript,  in  the  Royal  Library  at  Naples, 
which  has  been  examined  by  Scholz,  and  which  in  his  New 
Testament,  in  his  note  on  John  t.  7,  he  quotes  as  containing  that 
Terse  in  its  text.  But  in  the  same  note  he  has  before  enumerated 
it  among  those  in  the  text  of  which  the  verse  is  not  found.  It  is 
manifest  that  there  is  here  an  error ;  and  what  the  error  is  may 
appear  from  the  fact,  that  in  his  catalogue  of  manuscripts,  pre- 
fixed to  the  second  volume  of  his  New  Testament,  he  refers  the 
writing  of  the  Neapolitan  MS.  to  the  eleventh  century ;  while  in 
his  note,  joining  this  manuscript  with  the  two  before  mentioned, 
he  says  that  the  verse  is  found  in  all  three  {in  his  tribus),  as  trans- 
ferred from  the  Latin  version,  in  the  sixteenth  or  seventeenth 
century.  It  follows,  that  it  was  not  in  the  original  text  of  the 
Neapolitan  MS.,  but  has  been  added  in  the  margin,  or,  perhaps, 
inserted  in  the  text,  by  a  recent  hand. 
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preserved,  as  before,  only  by  transcriptkm,  the 
fact  would  probably  have  been  very  different. 
The  passage,  instead  of  being  in  a  great  major- 
ity of  copies,  might  have  been  found  only  in  a 
very  small  minority.  The  power  of  an  ancient 
cojrier  to  alter  the  text  of  a  work  was  very 
different  from  that  of  a  modem  editor ;  yet  it 
would  seem  that  they  must  have  been  con- 
founded in  the  hypothesis  under  consideration, 
unless  some  further  account  is  to  be  given  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  text  of  our  present 
Gospels  has  been  formed  and  perpetuated. 

It  is  evident  from  the  preceding  statements, 
that  the  existing  copies  of  each  of  the  Gospels 
have  been  derived  from  some  common  exemplar, 
faithfully  followed  by  transcribers.  But  it  may 
be  said,  that  this  exemplar  was  not  the  original 
work,  as  it  proceeded  from  the  hand  of  the 
Evangelist ;  that  the  lineage  of  our  present  cop- 
ies is  not  to  be  traced  so  high ;  but  that,  at  some 
period,  the  course  of  corruption  which  has  been 
described  was  arrested;  and  a  standard  text 
was  selected  and  determined  upon,  which  has 
served  as  an  archetype  for  all  existing  copies ; 
but  that  this  text,  thus  fixed  as  the  standard, 
had  already  suffered  greatly  from  the  corruptions 
of  transcribers,  and  was  very  different  from  the 
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CMTigmalt  Thi3  supposition  is  implied  in  the 
following  passage  from  Eichbonif  which  has 
been  before  quoted.^  '^  At  last,  at  the  end  of 
the  second  and  the  beginning  of  the  third  cen- 
tury, in  order,  as  far  as  might  be,  to  preserve 
the  true  accounts  concerning  the  life  of  Jesus, 
and  to  deliver  them  to  posterity  as  free  from 
error  as  possible,  the  Church,  out  of  the  many 
gospels  which  were  extant,  selected  four,  which 
had  the  greatest  marks  of  credibility,  and  the 
necessary  completeness  for  common  use*  There 
are  no  traces  of  our  present  Gospels  of  Matthew, 
Mark,  and  Luke,  before  the  end  of  the  second 
and  the  beginning  of  the  third  century.  Ire- 
n«aust  about  the  year  202,  first  speaks  decisively 
of  four  gospels,  and  imagines  all  sorts  of  rea- 
sons for  this  particular  number;  and  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  about  the  year  216,  labored  to 
collect  divers  accounts  concerning  the  origin  of 
these  four  gospels,  in  order  to  prove  that  these 
alone  should  be  acknowledged  as  authentic. 
From  these  facts  it  is  evident,  that  it  was  about 
the  end  of  the  second  and  the  beguming  of  the 
third  century  that  the  Church  first  labored  to 
establish  the  universal  authority  of  these  four 
gospeb,  which  were  in  existence  before,  if  not 

*  See  before,  pp.  18, 14. 
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altogether  in  their  present  form,  yet  in  most 
respects  such  as  we  now  have  them,  and  to 
procure  their  general  reception  in  the  Church, 
with  the  suppression  of  all  other  gospels  then 
extant." 

The  Churchy  according  to  Eichhom,  selected 
four  gospels  out  of  a  multitude,  and  labored  to 
procure  their  general  reception  in  the  Church. 
In  order  to  understand  this  proposition,  it  is 
necessary  to  determuie  what  must  be  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word,  "  Church,"  There  was  no 
organized  universal  Church,  nor  any  thing  re- 
sembling such  an  establishment,  in  existence, 
till  long  after  the  close  of  the  second  century. 
There  was  no  single  ecclesiastical  government, 
which  extended  over  Christians,  or  over  a  ma- 
jority of  Christians,  or  over  any  considerable 
portion  of  their  number.  They  had  no  regular 
modes  of  acting  in  concert;  nor  any  effectual 
means  whatever  of  combining  together  for  a 
common  purpose.  Neither  the  whole  body,  nor 
a  majority  of  Christians,  ever  met  by  delegation 
to  devise  common  measures.  Such  an  event 
did  not  take  place  till  a  hundred  and  twenty 
years  after  the  end  of  the  second  century; 
when  Christianity  had  become  the  established 
religion  of  the  Roman  empire,  and  the  first 
general  council,  that  of  Nice,  was  called  togeth- 
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er  by  the  Emperor  Constantine.  At  the  time  of 
which  we  are  speaking,  Christians  were  spread 
over  the  world  from  the  Euphrates  to  the  Pillars 
of  Hercules.  They  were  disturbed  and  unset- 
tled by  frequent  cruel  persecutions,  one  of  which, 
that  under  Severus,  was  at  its  height  just  about 
the  commencement  of  the  third  century.  They 
were  separated  from  each  other  by  a  difficulty 
and  consequent  infrequency  of  communication, 
of  which,  such  are  the  facilities  that  now  exist, 
we  can  hardly  form  a  just  notion.  They  were 
kept  asunder  by  difference  of  language ;  some 
speaking  the  Greek,  some  the  Latin,  and  oth- 
ers different  languages  and  dialects  of  the  East. 
Exclusively  of  those  generally  considered  as 
heretics,  they  were  disunited  and  alienated  from 
each  other  by  differences  of  religious  opinion, 
and  even  by  violent  controversies;  for  it  was 
before  the  end  of  the  second  century,  that  Vic- 
tor, Bishop  of  Rome,  had  excommunicated  the 
Eastern  churches.  This  being  the  state  of 
Christians  at  the  end  of  the  second  century, 
the  proposition  on  which  I  am  remarking  sup- 
poses that  they  corresponded  together,  and  came 
to  an  agreement  to  select  four  out  of  the  many 
manuscript  gospeb  then  in  existence,  all  of 
which  had  been  exposed  to  the  license  of  tran- 
scribers.    Of  these  four,  no  traces   are  to  be 
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discovered  before  that  time ;  but  it  was  deter* 
mined  to  adopt  them  for  common  use,  to  the 
prejudice,  it  would  seem,  of  others  longer  known, 
and  to  which  different  portions  of  Christians  had 
respectively  been  accustomed.  There  was  a 
universal  and  silent  compliance  with  this  pro- 
posal. Copies  of  the  four  new  manuscripts, 
and  translations  of  them,  were  at  once  circu- 
lated through  the  world.  All  others  ceased  to 
be  transcribed,  and  suddenly  disappeared  from 
common  notice.  Copiers  were  at  the  same 
time  checked  in  their  former  practice  of  licen- 
tious alteration.  Thus  a  revolution  was  effected 
in  regard  to  the  most  important  sacred  books 
of  Christians,  and  at  the  same  time  better  habits 
were  introduced  among  the  transcribers  of  those 
books. 

I  believe  it  will  be  seen,  that  I  have  stated 
nothing  but  what  the  supposition  we  are  con- 
sidering necessarily  implies.  But  when  we  di- 
vest it  of  its  looseness  and  ambiguity  of  lan- 
guage, and  state  clearly  the  details  which  it 
must  embrace,  no  one  can  suppose  that  any 
such  series  of  events  took  place  at  the  end  of 
the  second  century.  It  is  intrinsically  incredi- 
ble ;  but,  if  this  were  not  the  case,  we  might 
urge  against  it  the  fact,  that  there  is  no  recordj 
nor  any  trace  of  it.   It  is  supposed  that  a  change 
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was  effected  in  the  sacred  books  of  Christians, 
spead  abroad,  as  they  were,  throughout  the 
civilized  world.  Any  change  of  this  sort  could 
not  be  effected  without  great  difficulty,  under 
the  most  favorable  circumstances.  Let  us  con- 
sider for  a  moment  what  an  effort  would  be 
required,  and  what  resistance  must  be  overcome, 
in  order  to  bring  into  general  use  among  a 
single  nation  of  Christians  at  the  present  day, 
not  other  gospels,  but  simply  a  new  and  better 
tran^ation  of  our  present  Gospels.  In  the 
case  under  consideration,  allowing  the  supposed 
change  to  have  been  possible,  it  must  have  met 
with  great  opposition;  it  must  have  provoked 
much  discussion ;  it  must  have  been  the  result 
of  much  deliberation ;  there  must  have  been  a 
great  deal  written  about  it  at  the  time ;  it  must 
have  been  often  referred  to  afterwards,  espe- 
cially in  the  religious  controversies  which  took 
place;  it  would  have  been  one  of  the  most 
important  events  in  the  history  of  Christians ; 
and  the  account  of  the  transaction  must  have 
been  peserved.  There  would  have  been  dis- 
tinct memorials  of  it  everywhere,  in  contempo- 
rary and  subsequent  writings.  That  there  are 
no  traces  of  it  whatever  is  alone  conclusive 
evidence  that  it  never  took  place. 
But  we  may  even  put  out  of  view  all  the 
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preceding  considerations.  "The  Church,"  it 
is  said,  "  about  the  end  of  the  second,  and  the 
beginning  of  the  third  century,  first  labored  to 
procure  the  general  reception  of  the  four  Gos- 
pels in  the  Church,"  By  the  Church  must  be 
meant  the  great  body  of  Christians.  The  gen- 
eral reception  of  the  Gospels  was  founded  upon 
the  belief,  real  or  pretended,  of  their  being  the 
genuine  works  of  those  to  whom  they  were 
ascribed.  The  statement,  therefore,  resolves 
itself  into  the  following  dilemma.  Either  the 
great  body  of  Christians  determined  to  believe 
what  they  knew  to  be  false ;  or  they  determined 
to  profess  to  believe  it.  The  first  proposition 
is  an  absurdity  in  terms ;  the  last  is  a  moral 
absurdity. 

There  is,  then,  no  ground  for  the  supposition 
of  any  interposition  of  authority,  or  of  any  con- 
cert among  Christians,  at  the  end  of  the  second 
century,  to  select  our  present  Gospels  for  com- 
mon use ;  or,  in  other  words,  to  select  from  the 
great  number  then  in  existence  four  particular 
manuscripts,  which  should  serve  as  archetypes 
for  all  subsequent  transcribers,  and  the  text  of 
which  should  alone  be  considered  as  the  author- 
ized text.  Our  present  agreement  of  authori- 
ties, which  necessarily  refers  us  back  to  one 
manuscript  of  each  of  the  Gospels  as  the  arche- 
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type  of  all  the  copies  of  that  Gospel,  cannot 
thus  be  explained.  We  are  left,  therefore,  to 
the  obvious  conclusion,  which  we  adopt  in  re- 
gard to  other  writings,  that  this  manuscript  was 
the  original  work  of  an  individual  author,  which 
has  been  faithfully  transmitted  to  us. 

The  argument  from  the  agreement  of  our 
present  manuscript  copies  of  the  Gospels  seems 
alone  to  be  decisive  of  the  truth  of  the  propo- 
sition which  it  is  brought  to  establish.  But  a 
similar  mode  of  reasoning  may  be  applied  to  the 
agreement  between  the  very  numerous  manu- 
scripts of  the  Gospels  which  were  in  existence 
at  the  end  of  the  second  century ;  and  as  it  was 
before  this  period  that  transcribers  are  fancied 
to  have  taken  the  greatest  liberties,  it  may  be 
worth  while  to  enter  into  the  detail  of  this 
argument;  especially  as  it  is  connected  with 
the  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Gospels. 

Our  present  Gospels,  it  is  conceded,  were  in 
common  use  among  Christians  about  the  end 
of  the  second  century.  The  number  of  manu- 
scripts then  in  existence  bore  some  proportion  to 
the  number  of  Christians,  and  this,  to  the  whole 
population  of  the  Roman  empire.  The  popu- 
lation of  the  Roman  empire  in  the  time  of  the 
Antonines  is  estimated  by  Gibbon  at  about  one 
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hundred  and  twenty  millions.*  With  regard  to 
the  proportion  of  Christians,  the  same  writer 
observes, — "The  most  favorable  calculation  will 
not  permit  us  to  imagine,  that  more  than  a 
twentieth  part  of  the  subjects  of  the  empire  had 
enlisted  themselves  under  the  banner  of  the 
cross  before  the  important  conversion  of  Con- 
stantine."t  If  not  more  than  a  twentieth  part 
of  the  empire  was  Christian  at  the  end  of  the 
third  century,  just  after  which  the  conversion 
of  Constantine  took  place,  we  can  hardly  esti- 
mate more  than  a  fortieth  part  of  it  as  Chris- 
tian at  the  end  of  the  second  century.  Yet 
this  proportion  seems  irreconcilable  with  the 
language  which  we  find  used  concerning  the 
number  of  Christians.  Just  after  the  close  of 
the  first  century,  Pliny  was  sent  by  Trajan  to 
govern  the  provinces  of  Pontus  and  Bithynia. 
While  exercising  his  office,  many  accusations 
were  brought  to  him  against  Christians ;  and  he 
wrote  to  the  empercMr  to  consult  him  on  the 
subject.  "  I  have  recourse,"  he  says,  "  to  you 
for  advice ;  for  it  has  appeared  to  me  a  subject 
proper  to  consult  you  about ;  especially  on  ac- 
count of  the   number  of  those   against  whom 


•  Decline  and  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire,  Ch.  II. 
t  Ibid.  Ch.  XV. 
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accusations  are  brought.     For  many  of  all  ages, 
of  every  rank,  and  of  both  sexes  likewise,  have 
been  and  will  be  accused.     The  contagion  of 
this  superstition  has  made  its  way  not  in  cities 
only,  but  in  the  lesser  towns  also,  and  in  the 
open  country.    It  seems  to  me  that  it  may  be 
stopped  and  corrected.     It  is  certain  that  the 
temples,  which  were  almost  deserted,  begin  to 
be  frequented ;  and  the  sacred  solemnities  are 
revived  after  a  long  intermission.     Victims  like- 
wise are  everywhere  sold,  of  which,  till  lately, 
there  were  but  very  few  purchasers."  *  There  is 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  Christians  were  more 
numerous  in  Pontus  and  Bithynia,  than  in  any 
other  part  of  Asia  Minor,  or  in  Macedonia,  or 
in  Greece.     Yet  if  we  suppose  them  to  have 
constituted  but  a  fortieth,  or  even  a  twentieth 
part  of  the  inhabitants,  there  would  be  an  ex- 
travagance in  the  statements  of  Pliny,  not  to 
be  expected  in  an  official  letter,  written  for  the 
purpose  of  affording  facts  to  the  emperor,  on 
which  to  found  specific  directions.     I  pass  over 
much  other  evidence  with  respect  to  the  number 
of  Christians;!  and  will  quote  only  one  or  two 
passages  from  Tertullian,  who  wrote  at  the  par- 


•  Plinii  Epist.  Lib.  X.  Epist.  97. 

t  See  Foley's  Evidences  of  Christianity,  Part  11.  c.  iz. 
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ticular  period  which  we  are  considering,  about 
the  year  200.  In  speaking  of  the  submission 
of  Christians  to  the  civil  authority  by  which 
they  were  persecuted,  he  remarks,  that  it  may 
clearly  appear  to  be  the  result  of  the  patience 
taught  them  by  their  religion ;  "  considering," 
he  says,  "  that  we,  so  great  a  multitude  of  men, 
almost  the  majority  of  every  city,  pass  our  lives 
silently,  and  modesdy,  more  known,  perhaps,  as 
individuals  than  as  a  body,  and  to  be  recognized 
only  by  our  reformation  from  ancient  vices."* 
Again,  in  addressing  those  who  governed  the 
Roman  empire,  he  says : — "We  are  but  of  yes- 
terday, and  we  have  filled  every  thing  that  is 
yours,  cities,  islands,  castles,  free  towns,  council- 
halls,  the  very  camps,  all  classes  of  men,  the 
palace,  the  senate,  the  forum.  We  have  left 
you  nothing  but  your  temples.  We  can  num- 
ber your  armies ;  there  are  more  Christians  in 
a  single  province.  Even  if  unequal  in  force, 
is  there  any  war  for  which  we,  who  so  readily 
submit  to  death,  should  not  be  prepared,  or  not 
prompt,  if  our  religion  did  not  teach  us  rather 
to  be  slain,  than  to  slay.  Unarmed  and  with- 
out rebellion,  had  we  only  separated  from  you, 
we   might  thus   have   fought  against  you,  by 

*  Ad  Scapulam,  §  2.  p.  69.  Ed.  Priorii. 
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inflicting  the  injury  which  you  would  have  suf- 
fered from  the  divorce.  If  we,  such  a  multitude 
of  men,  had  broken  away  from  you,  retiring 
into  some  remote  comer  of  the  world,  your  gov- 
ernment would  have  been  covered  with  shame 
at  the  loss  of  so  many  citizens,  whoever  they 
might  be.  The  very  desertion  would  have  pun- 
ished you.  Without  doubt  you  would  have 
been  terrified  at  your  solitude;  at  the  silence 
and  stupor  of  all  things,  as  if  the  world  were 
dead.  You  would  have  had  to  look  about  for 
subjects."*  This,  it  may  be  said,  is  the  lan- 
guage of  exaggeration ;  unquestionably  it  is  so. 
But  Tertullian  was  a  writer  of  far  too  much 
acuteness,  and  too  much  real  eloquence,  to  suffer 
the  boldness  and  vehemence  of  his  language  to 
pass  those  limits,  beyond  which  their  only  effect 
must  have  been  to  expose  him  to  derision.  The 
very  passage  which  I  have  quoted  shows  that 
he  was  a  man  of  no  ordinary  mind.  But,  as 
far  as  its  exaggeration  is  concerned,  the  most 
unvnse  and  most  impudent  of  declaimers  would 
not  have  so  stated  the  number  of  Christians, 
if  it  did  not  amount  to  more  than  a  fortieth  part 
of  the  whole  population  of  the  empire, — exclu- 


*  ApologeticoB  adyersos  Grentes,  §  37.     See  Semler*8  Ed. 
Tom.  V.  p.  90. 
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sively  of  those  denominated  heretics,  who  were 
few  in  comparison  with  catholic  Christians.  I 
accept,  however,  this  proportion ;  and  only  wish 
it  to  be  well  understood,  that  it  is  fairly  within 
the  truth ;  probably  falling  very  far  short  of  it. 
The  conclusion  to  be  established  admits  of  great 
wastefulness  in  the  calculations  leading  to  it. 
The  fortieth  part  of  one  hundred  and  twenty 
millions,  the  estimated  population  of  the  empire, 
X  is  three  millions.  There  were  Christians  with- 
out the  bounds  of  the  empire,  but  I  am  willing 
to  include  those  also  in  the  number  supposed. 
At  the  end  of  the  second  century,  then,  there 
were  three  millions  of  believers,  using  our  pres- 
ent Gospels,  regarding  them  with  the  highest 
reverence,  and  anxious  to  obtain  copies  of  them. 
Few  possessions  could  have  been  more  valued 
by  a  Christian  than  a  copy  of  those  books, 
which  contained  the  history  of  the  religion  for 
which  he  w^  exposing  tumself  to  the  severest 
sacrifices.  Their  cost,  if  he  were  aMe  to  defi^y 
it,  must  have  been  but  a  very  trifling  considera- 
tion. But  a  common  copy  of  the  Gospels  was 
not  a  book  of  any  great  bulk  of  expense.*  I 
shall  not,  therefore,  I  think,  be  charged  with 


*  That  the  cost  of  books  in  ancient  times  was  not  excosaiYe 
may  appear,  in  part,  from  the  circumstance,  that  Juvenal  describes 
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over-estimatmg,  if  I  suppose  that  there  was  one 
copy  of  the  Gospels  for  every  fifty  Christians. 
Scattered  over  the  world  as  they  were,  if  the 
proportion  of   them   to   the    heathens   was   no 

them  SB  among  the  possessions  of  Codrus,  whom  he  represents 
as  extremely  poor.     They  were  a  part  of  his  tottan  nihil, 

*'  Jamqoe  retos  Grscoe  servabat  oista  libeUos." 

Sat.  m.  206. 
But  it  is  remarkable  how  little  exact  information  is  to  be  found 
respecting  the  cost  of  books  in  ancient  times.  ''The  prices," 
8a3rs  Arbuthnot,  "  which  I  find  mentioned  by  the  ancients,  are 
for  such  as  were  manuscripts  in  our  sense,  that  is,  not  published, 
and  valuable  for  the  rarity  of  them."  Martial,  howeyer  (Lib.  I. 
Epig.  118),  states  the  cost  of  the  first  book  of  his  Epigrams,  or 
perhaps  of  the  first  and  second  (Lib.  11.  Epig.  93),  in  an  orna- 
mented copy,  rasum  pumice,  purpur&qtie  culttan,  at  ^:9e  denarii ; 
which,  taking  silver  as  the  standard  of  comparison,  is  equal  to 
about  seventy-two  cents,  American  money.  This  was  a  book  for 
the  luxurious.  A  copy  of  any  one  of  the  Gospels  might  probably 
have  been  bought  at  a  much  cheaper  rate  in  proportion  to  its  size. 
The  price  of  Martial's  thirteenth  book,  which  contains  far  less 
matter  than  the  first,  but  amounts  to  two  hundred  and  seventy- 
two  verses,  he  states  to  have  been  four  sestertii ;  or  if  that  were 
thought  too  much,  two  sestertii,  which  he  says  would  stUl  leave 
a  profit  to  the  bookseller.  (Lib.  XIH.  Epig.  3.)  Two  sestertii 
were  half  a  denarius,  that  is,  about  seven  cents.  We  sometimes 
confound  the  state  of  things  in  the  Middle  Ages,  when  there  was 
a  great  scarcity  of  books,  with  that  which  existed  in  the  flourish- 
ing times  of  Greek  and  Roman  literature.  It  would  be  a  still 
greater  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  number  of  Greek  manuscripts 
of  the  Gospels  extant  during  that  period  in  Western  Europe, 
where  the  Greek  was  almost  an  unknown  tongue,  afibrds  any 
means  of  determining  the  number  in  existence  when  the  Greek 
was  a  living  language,  and  a  medium  of  communication  through- 
out the  civilized  world. 
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greater  than  has  been  assumed,  fifty  Christians 
would  often  be  as  many  as  were  to  be  found 
in  any  one  place,  and  often  more ;  but  we  can- 
not suppose  that  there  were  many  collections 
of  Christians  without  a  copy  of  the  Gospels. 
Origen,  upon  quoting  a  passage  from  the  New 
Testament,  says  that  it  is  written  not  "  in  any 
rare  books,  read  only  by  a  few  studious  persons; 
but  in  those  in  the  most  common  use."*  In 
truth,  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  copies  of 
the  Gospels  were  owned  by  a  large  portion  of 
Christians  who  had  the  means  of  procuring 
them  ;  and  in  supposing  only  one  copy  of  these 
books  for  every  fifty  Christians,  the  estimate  is 
probably  much  within  the  truth.  This  propor- 
tion, however,  will  give  us  sixty  thousand  copies 
of  the  Gospels  for  three  millions  of  Christians. 

This  number  of  copies  may  strike  some,  who 
have  never  before  made  any  estimate  of  the 
kind,  as  larger  than  was  to  be  expected.  But 
the  following  facts  may  serve  to  show  that  the 
calculation  is  not  extravagant.  In  the  latter 
part  of  the  second  century,  a  history  of  Christ 
was  compiled  by  Tatian,  professedly,  as  is  com- 
monly believed,  from  the  four  Gospels.     Tatian 


•  *£»  riTf  htftJUM^Mg.    Orig.  cont.  Cels.   Lib.  VII.  (  37.   0pp. 
I.  720.  Ed.  Delarue. 
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was  a  heretic,  and  his  work  never  obtained 
much  reputation  or  currency.  Eusebius,  the 
historian  of  the  Church,  in  the  first  half  of  the 
fourth  century,  is  the  earliest  writer  who  men- 
tions it.  His  acquaintance  with  books  was  ex- 
tensive, yet  he  appears  not  to  have  examined  it. 
At  the  present  day,  no  copy  of  it  is  known  to 
be  in  existence.  Yet  of  this  obscure  work, 
Theodoret,  Bishop  of  Cyrus  in  the  fifth  century, 
says  that  he  found  two  hundred  copies  in  use 
among  Christian  churches,  which  he  removed, 
and  supplied  their  place  by  copies  of  the  Gos- 
pels.* It  appears,  then,  that  in  churches  to 
which  the  examination  of  a  single  bishop  ex- 
tended, there  were  two  hundred  copies  of  a 
book  of  suspicious  credit  and  not  in  common 
use;  and  that  the  place  of  these  was  readily 
supplied  by  copies  of  the  Gospels.  This  fact 
is  one  of  those  which  may  serve  to  show,  that 
the  estimate  of  the  whole  number  of  copies  of 
the  Gospels  existing  at  the  end  lof  the  second 
century  is  far  firom  being  too  great. 

Again,  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,t  it  is 
related,  that  of  those  who  had  become  converts 
to  Christianity  in  Ephesus  and  its  neighbour- 

•  Theodoret.  Haeret.  Fab.    Lib.  I.  c.  20.    0pp.  IV.  208.  Ed. 
Sirmond. 
t  Ch.  xix.  V.  10. 
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hood,  some  had  been  addicted  to  the  study  of 
magic.  After  their  conversion,  they  brought 
together  their  books  relating  to  this  subject  to 
be  burnt ;  and  the  value  of  them  is  said  to  have 
been  fifty  thousand  pieces  of  silver.  If,  as  is 
probable,  by  "  pieces  of  silver  "  is  to  be  under- 
stood cistopharij  a  common  Asiatic  coin  and 
money  of  account,  the  sum  mentioned  amounts 
to  about  four  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars.  Books  of  magic,  whatever  may  be  here 
intended  by  that  name,  would  be  sold  at  a  high 
price.  But  we  cannot  reasonably  suppose  those 
works  on  magic  to  have  been  the  larger  portion 
of  the  books  owned  by  the  converts  of  Ephesus 
and  its  vicinity  at  this  early  period.  Such  being 
the  case,  we  may  infer  that  the  number  of 
copies  of  the  Gospels  in  use  among  Christians 
at  the  end  of  the  second  century  did  not  fall 
short  of  that  which  has  been  estimated,  but 
probably  far  exceeded  it. 

There  were,  then,  at  the  end  of  the  second 
century,  when  it  is  agreed  that  the  Gospels 
were  in  common  use,  at  least  sixty  thousand 
copies  of  them  dispersed  over  the  world.  These 
copies  had  not  been  subjected  to  the  licentious 
alterations  of  transcribers.  They  agreed  essen- 
tially with  each  other.  This  is  implied  in  the 
fact,  that  they  were  copies  of  our  present  Gos- 
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pels.  It  is  made  evident  by  the  consideration, 
that,  if  there  had  been  important  discrepancies 
among  these  sixty  thousand  copies,  no  series  of 
events  could  either  have  destroyed  the  evidence 
of  these  discrepancies,  or  could  have  produced 
the  present  agreement  among  existing  copies, 
derived,  as  they  are,  from  those  in  use  at  the 
period  in  question.  The  agreement,  then,  at 
the  end  of  the  second  century,  among  the  nu- 
merous copies  of  the  respective  Gospels,  proves, 
that  an  archetype  of  each  Gospel  had  been  faith- 
fully follov^ed  by  transcribers.  This  archetype, 
as  we  have  seen,  there  is  no  ground  for  imagin- 
ing to  have  been  any  other  than  the  original 
work  of  the  author  of  that  Gospel.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that,  in  the  interval  between  the  com- 
position of  these  works  and  the  end  of  the 
second  century,  their  text  did  not  suffer,  as 
has  been  fancied,  from  the  licentiousness  of 
transcribers. 

But  it  must  have  taken  a  long  time,  —  I  use 
an  indefinite  expression  to  which  there  can  be 
no  objection,  leaving  it  to  every  one  to  fix  such 
a  period  as  he  may  think  most  probable,  —  it 
must  have  taken  a  long  time  for  the  Gospels  to 
obtain  so  established  and  extensive  a  reputa- 
tion ;  to  come  into  common  use  as  sacred  books 
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among  Christians  throughout  the  civilized  world ; 
and  for  such  a  number  of  copies  of  them  to  be 
made.  They  must  have  been  composed,  there- 
fore, a  long  time  before  the  end  of  the  second 
century;  or  rather,  before  the  year  180,  about 
which  period  Irenseus  wrote,  who  asserts  their 
general  reception  and  acknowledged  authority, 
in  as  strong  language  as  any  Christian  would 
use  at  the  present  day.  It  follows,  then,  from 
all  that  has  been  said,  that,  long  before  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  second  century,  our  present  Gos- 
pels were  composed  by  four  different  authors, 
whose  works  obtained  general  reception  among 
Christians  as  authentic  histories  and  sacred 
books,  and  were  everywhere  spread  and  handed 
down,  without  any  essential  alterations  from 
transcribers. 


CHAPTER  II. 

AAGITMBNTS  DRAWN  FROM   OTHER  CONSIDERATIONS. 

Beside  the  argument  already  adduced,  there 
are  others,  to  which  we  will  now  advert. 

L  It  would  have  been  inconsistent  with  the 
common  sentiments  and  practice  of  mankind, 
for  transcribers  to  make  such  alterations  and 
additions  as  have  been  imagined,  in  the  sacred 
books  which  they  were  copying.  No  one  can 
be  so  dull  as  not  to  feel  the  propriety  and 
importance  of  preserving  the  genuine  text  of 
books,  which  are  regarded  as  works  of  authority, 
or  as  possessing  a  peculiar  character  in  conse- 
quence of  their  having  been  composed  by  a 
particular  author.  In  proportion  as  a  work  is  of 
higher  authority,  this  sentiment  will  be  strong- 
er. It  would  be  idle  to  imagine,  that  the  habit 
of  making  additions  and  alterations  at  will, 
which  is  attributed  to  the  transcribers  of  the 
Gospels,  was  common  in  ancient  times,  and 
practised  in  the  transcription  of  other  writings^ 
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the  histories,  for  instance,  of  Thucydides  or 
Tacitus.  But  with  the  great  body  of  believers, 
the  Gospels  were  peculiarly  guarded  from  cor- 
ruption ;  and  what  we  apprehend  so  little  con- 
cerning other  writings  is  still  less  to  be  appre- 
hended concerning  them.  The  Christians  *  of 
the  first  two  centuries,  it  cannot  be  doubted, 
valued  very  highly  their  sacred  books,  and  none 
more  highly  than  those  which  contained  records 
of  the  actions  and  discourses  of  Christ.  But 
they  valued  them  as  sacred  books,  and  as  au- 
thentic histories,  and  not  as  the  patchwork  of 
unknown  transcribers.  They  would  not,  there- 
fore, suffer  them  gradually  to  assume  the  latter 
character.  They  would  not  cause,  or  permit, 
alterations  and  additions  to  be  silently  intro- 
duced into  books  of  history,  the  authenticity  of 
which  would  be  thus  destroyed ;  and  sacred 
books,  the  peculiar  character  of  which  would  in 
consequence   be   lost.     To  interpolate  or  alter 


•  By  "  the  Christians  "  I  mean,  here  and  elsewhere,  the  greai 
body  of  believers,  the  generality  of  Christians,  the  catholic  Chris- 
tians. Conformably  to  its  common  use  in  speaking  of  the  first 
ages  of  Christianity,  I  use  the  name  as  a  general,  not  a  universal 
term.  I  do  not  mean  to  include  under  it  the  heretical  sects  of  the 
Ebionites  and  the  Gnostics,  to  whom  all  the  assertions  made  re- 
specting **the  Christians"  do  not  apply.  The  evidence  which 
those  sects  afford  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels  will  be  con- 
sidered hereafter. 
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any  thing  in  books  of  the  latter  kind  has  com- 
monly been  considered  as  a  crime,  bordering 
upon  sacrilege.  This  sentiment  may  be  coun- 
teracted in  a  certain  degree ;  but  it  is  a  very 
general,  a  very  natural,  and  a  very  strong  one. 
The  care  of  any  community  in  preserving  their 
sacred  books  from  corruption  will  be  propor- 
tioned to  the  value  which  they  set  upon  those 
books;  and  the  degree  in  which  they  value 
them  will  be  proportioned  to  the  interest  which 
they  feel  in  their  religion.  But  no  men  ever 
felt  that  interest  more  strongly,  than  the  Chris- 
tians of  the  first  two  centuries.  There  is,  there- 
fore, as  we  might  expect,  abundant  evidence 
extant  in  their  writings,  that  they  had  as  great 
reverence  for  the  sacred  books  of  our  religion, 
and  were  as  little  disposed  to  make,  or  to  sufier, 
an  admixture  of  foreign  matter  with  their  gen- 
ume  text,  as  Christians  of  the  present  day.  I 
will  quote  a  few  passages  in  proof  of  this  fact. 

The  first  writer  by  whom  any  one  of  the 
Gospels  is  expressly  mentioned  is  Papias,  who 
lived  about  the  beginning  of  the  second  cen- 
tury,* a  contemporary  of  the   disciples  of  the 

*  The  asaertion  of  Eichhom,  that  we  find  no  traces  of  our 
fiist  three  Gospels  before  the  end  of  the  second  oenturj,  can 
be  reconciled  with  well-known  and  undisputed  fiicts  only  by  sup- 
posing that  our  present  Gospels  of  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke 
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Apostles.  He  speaks  particularly  of  the  Gos- 
pels of  Matthew  and  Mark,  affirming  that  they 
were  composed  by  those  individuals;  and  that 
the  Gospel  of  Mark  was  founded  on  the  oral 
narratives  of  Peter.  He  applies  to  them  the 
title  of  oracles*  The  respect  in  which  they 
were  held  appears  from  this  title,  and  from  the 
authors  to  whom  they  were  referred.  Chris- 
tians would  neither  corrupt  such  works,  nor 
suffer  them  to  be  corrupted. 

About  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
Justin  Mart3nr  describes  the  histories  of  Christ 
which  he  used  as  written  by  Apostles  and  their 
companions,  t  by  those  whom  Christians  be- 
lieved. J  He  says,  that  either  these  books,  or 
the  writings  of  the  Jewish  prophets,  were  read 
in  Christian  churches,  on  the  first  day  of  every 
week.  ^     He  everywhere  appeals  to  them  as  of 

have  been  so  oomipted,  as  not  to  be  essentially  the  same  with 
those  which  anciently  bore  their  names.  —  I  scarcely  know 
whether  it  is  worth  while  to  observe,  that  Eichhom  repeatedly 
quotes  the  mention  by  Papias  of  the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and 
Mark.  In  one  place,  he  says,  that,  **  long  before  the  end  of  the 
second  century,  the  authors  of  the  first  three  Gospels  are  named 
as  authors  of  narratives  of  the  life  of  Jesus ;  as,  for  example, 
Matthew  and  Mark  are  so  named  by  Papias."  Einleitung  in  d. 
N.  T.    Vol.  I.  (2d  Ed.)  p.  684. 

•  Apud  Euseb.  Hist.  Eccles.    Lib.  HI.  c.  39. 

t  Dial,  cum  Tryph.  p.  361.  Ed.  Thirlb. 

X  Apolog.  prim.  p.  64.  §  Ibid.  p.  97. 
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undoubted  authority.  They  were  regarded  by 
him,  we  may  infer,  as  entitled  to  at  least  equal 
reverence  with  the  Jewish  Scriptures.  But  in 
the  dialogue  which  he  represents  himself  as 
havmg  held  with  Trypho,  an  unbelieving  Jew, 
he  charges  the  Jews  with  having  expunged 
certain  passages  of  the  Old  Testament  relating 
to  Christ.  To  this  Trypho  answers,  that  the 
charge  seems  to  him  incredible.  Justin  replies, 
—  "  It  does  seem  incredible  ;  for  to  mutHate  the 
Scriptures  would  be  a  more  fearful  crime  than 
the  worship  of  the  golden  calf,  or  than  the  sac-  ' 
rifice  of  children  to  demons,  or  than  slajdng  the 
prophets  themselves."*  It  is  not  probable  that 
Christians  were  tampering  with  their  own  sa- 
cred books,  at  a  time  when  they  had  such  feel- 
ings respecting  those  of  the  Old  Testament. 
The  histories  of  Christ  used  by  Justin,  I  shall 
hereafter  show,  were  our  present  Gospels. 

Some  of  the  heretics,  in  the  second  century, 
made,  or  were  charged  with  making,  alterations 
in  the  Christian  Scriptures,  in  order  to  accom- 
modate them  to  their  own  opinions.  Of  such 
corrupters  of  Scripture,  Dionysius,  who  was 
bishop  of  Corinth  about  the  year  170,  thus 
speaks: — "I  have  written  epistles  at  the  desire 

•  Dial,  cum  Tryph.  p.  896. 
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of  the  brethren.  But  the  apostles  of  the  devil 
have  filled  them  with  darnel,  taking  out  some 
things,  and  adding  others.  Against  such,  a  woe 
is  denounced.  It  is  not  wonderful,  therefore, 
that  some  have  undertaken  to  corrupt  the  Scrip- 
tures of  the  Lord,  since  they  have  corrupted 
writings  not  to  be  compared  with  them."* 
The  meaning  of  Dionysius  is,  that,  the  persons 
spoken  of  having  shown  their  readiness  to  com- 
mit such  a  crime,  it  was  not  strange  that  they 
should  even  corrupt  the  Scriptures ;  these  being 
works  of  much  higher  authority  than  his  epis- 
tles, and  from  the  falsification  of  which  more 
advantage  was  to  be  gained.  We  perceive  how 
strongly  he  expresses  his  sense  of  the  guilt  of 
such  corruption ;  a  sentiment  common,  without 
doubt,  to  a  great  majority  of  Christians.  When 
Dionysius  wrote,  it  clearly  could  not  have  been 
esteemed  innocent,  and  a  matter  of  indifierence, 
for  transcribers  to  make  intentional  alterations 
in  their  copies  of  the  Gospels.  Yet  this  is  one 
of  the  passages  which  have  been  adduced  to 
show  that  such  was  their  common  practice.f 
But  as  we  have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
prevailing  sentiment  was  that  which  Dionysius 


•  Apud  Euseb.  H.  E.    Lib.  IV.  c. 
t  See  before,  p.  10. 


GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS.  63 

has  expressed,  we  may  confidently  infer,  that 
Christians  did  not  generally  practise  or  permit 
what  was  esteemed  a  work  of  "  the  apostles  of 
the  devil,"  and  one  **  against  which  a  woe  was 
denounced." 

"  We  have  not  received,"  says  his  contempo- 
rary, Irenaeus,  "the  knowledge  of  the  way  of 
our  salvation  by  any  others  than  those,  through 
whom  the  Gospel  has  come  down  to  us ;  which 
Gospel  they  first  preached,  and  afterwards,  by 
the  will  of  God,  transmitted  to  us  in  writing, 
that  it  might  be  the  foundation  and  pillar  c^  our 
faith*"*  He  immediately  proceeds  to  speak 
particularly  of  the  composition  of  the  four  Gos- 
pels, referring  them  to  the  authors  to  whom 
they  are  commonly  ascribed.  These  books  he 
afterwards  represents  as  the  most  important 
books  of  Scripture ;  f  and  the  Scriptures  he  calls 
"  oracles  of  God."  t  "  We  know,"  he  says, 
"  that  the  Scriptures  are  perfect,  as  dictated  by 
the  Logos  of  God,  and  his  spirit."^ 

Such  passages  show  the  reverence  in  which 
the  Scriptures  were  held,  and  the  feelings  with 
which  any  corruption  of  them  must  have  been 

•  Cont.  Heres.    Lib.  m.  e.  1.  p.  173.  Ed.  Maamiet. 
t  lb.  Lib.  m.  c.  U.  §  8.  p.  190. 
t  lb.  Lib.  L  c.  8.  §  1.  p.  37. 
§  n>.  Lib.  n.  e.  38.  $  9.  p.  156. 
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regarded.  They  are,  likewise,  irreconcilable 
with  the  supposition,  that  the  Gospels  had  but 
just  appeared  in  their  present  form ;  and  that, 
previously,  those  who  possessed  copies  of  these 
books  had  regarded  them  only  ^^  as  an  article  of 
private  property,  in  which  any  alterations  were 
allowable."*  If  the  Gospels  had  been  partly 
the  work  of  unknown  transcribers,  the  fact  must 
have  been  notorious ;  and  no  writer,  of  whatever 
character,  would  have  ventured  to  use  such  lan- 
guage as  that  of  Irenseus. 

Clement  of  Alexandria,  his  contemporary, 
calls  the  Scriptures  divinely  inspired,!  divine 
and  holy  books.}  He  speaks  of  the  four  Gros-- 
pels,  in  contradistinction  from  all  other  accounts 
of  Christ,  as  having  been  handed  down  to  the 
Christians  of  his  age  ;^  and  he  gives  an  account 
of  the  order  of  succession  in  which  they  were 
composed ;  saying  that  this  account  was  derived 
from  the  presbyters  of  former  times.  || 

TertuUian  manifests  the  same  reverence  for 
the  Scriptures,  and  especially  for  the  Gospels, 
as  his  contemporaries,  Irenaeus  and    Clement. 


•  See  before,  p.  16. 

t  Stromal.    Lib.  Vn.  §  16.  p.  894.  Ed.  Potter. 

X  Pttdagog.     Lib.  m.  c.  12.  p.  309. 

§  Stromat.     Lib.  m.  §  13.  p.  553. 

II  Apud  Euaeb.  H.  E.    Lib.  VI.  c.  14. 
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He,  like  them,  quotes  the  Gospels  as  works  of 
decisive  authority,  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
modem  theologian  might  do.  He  wrote  much 
against  the  heretic  Marcion,  whom  he  charges 
with  having  rejected  the  other  Gospels,  and 
having  mutilated  the  Grospel  of  Luke,  to  <!^on- 
form  it  to  his  system.  This  leads  him  to  make 
some  statements  which  have  a  direct  bearing 
on  the  present  subject.  "  I  affirm,"  says  Ter- 
tullian,  ^^  that  not  only  in  the  churches  founded 
by  Apostles,  but  in  all  which  have  fellowship 
with  them,  that  Gospel  of  Luke,  which  we  so 
steadfastly  defend,  has  been  received  from  its 
first  publication."  "The  same  authority,"  he 
adds,  "of  the  apostolic  churches  will  support 
the  other  Gospels,  which,  in  like  manner,  we 
have  from  them,  conformably  to  their  copies."* 
"They,"  he  says,  "who  were  resolved  to  teach 
otherwise  than  the  truth,  were  under  a  necessity 
of  new-modelling  the  records  of  the  doctrine." 
"  As  they  could  not  have  succeeded  in  corrupt- 
ing the  doctrine  without  corrupting  its  records, 
so  we  could  not  have  preserved  and  transmitted 
the  doctrine  in  its  integrity,  but  by  preserving 
the  integrity  of  its  records."  t 


*  Adven.  Marcion.    Lib.  TV.  ^  6.  pp.  415,  416.  Ed.  Priorii. 
t  Be  Pnescript.  Hsret.  ^  38.  p.  216. 
9 
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I  quote  only  a  few  short  passages  from  Cliris- 
tian  writers,  and  those  which  have  the   most 
immediate  relation  to  my  present  purpose ;  be- 
cause I  shall,  hereafter,  have  occasion  to  show, 
more  at  length,  the  general   reception  of  the 
Gospels,  and  the  reverence  in  which  they  were 
held,  at  the  end  of  the  second  centurj'.     The 
following  is  from  an  anonymous  writer  against 
the  heresy  of  Artemon.     He  accuses  those  who 
maintained  this  heresy  of  corrupting  the  Scrip- 
tures, and  adds: — ♦'  How  daring  a  crime  this  is, 
they  can  hardly  be  ignorant.     For  either  they 
do  not  believe  that  the  divine  Scriptures  were 
dictated  by  the  Holy  Spirit ;  and  then  they  are 
in6dels ;  or  they  believe  themselves  wiser  than 
the  Holy  Spirit ;  and  what  are  they,  then,  but 
madmen?"*    Origen,  in  like  manner,  regarded 
the  Scriptures  as  dictated  hy  the  Holy  Spirit. 
He   has   many  passages  which   correspond   to 
the   following,  from  one  of  his  commtrntaries. 
"After  this  Mark  says  [x.  50],  And  lie,  casiing 
away  his  garment,  leaped  and  came  to  Jesus. 
Did  the  Evangelist  write  without  thought,  when 
be  related  that  the  man  cast  away  his  garment, 
and  leaped  and  came  to  Jesus  ?    Or  shall  we 
dare  to  say,  that  this  was  inserted  in  the  Gospel 


•  Apud  BoMb.  K.  £.    Lib.  V,  c.  98. 
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without  purpose  ?  I  believe  that  not  one  jot  <^ 
one  tittle  of  the  divine  instructions  is  without 
purpose."* 

In  cmnmenting  upon  Matthew  xix.  19,  Origen 
suspects,  for  reasons  which  it  is  unnecessary  to 
state,  the  genuineness  of  the  words.  Thou  shalt 
lave  thy  neighhcur  as  thyself;  but  he  says,  that 
if  it  were  not  for  the  number  of  various  read- 
ings found  in  different  copies  of  the  Gospels, 
^^it  might  well  seem  irreverent  in  any  one  to 
nispect  that  the  precept  has  been  inserted  here, 
without  its  having  been  mentioned  by  the  Sa- 
viour." t 

The  passages  quoted  show  the  state  of  opin- 
ion and  feeling  among  Christians  during  the 
first  two  centuries.  They  have  been  alleged  to 
prove  nothing  in  itself  improbable ;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  the  existence  of  sentiments,  which  it 
is  incrediUe  should  not  have  existed.  But  it  is 
clear,  that  those  who  entertained  them  would 
neither  make  nor  permit  intentional  alterations 
in  the  Gospels. 

II.  About  the  close  of  the  second  century, 
different  Christian  writers  express  strong  cen- 


•  Comment,  in  Matth.    Tom.  xvi.  ^  13.    0pp.  HI.  734. 
t  Gommaat.  in  MaOh.    Tom.  zv.  $  14.    Oi^.  m.  671. 
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sure  of  the  mutilations  and  changes  which  they 
charge  some  heretics,  particularly  Marciotij  with 
having  made  in  the  Gospels,  and  other  books 
of  the  New  Testament.  Some  passages  to  this 
effect  have  been  quoted.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
adduce  others ;  because  the  fact  is  well  known 
and  universally  admitted.  The  feeling  express* 
ed  by  those  writers  was  common  without  doubt 
to  Christians  generally-  But  they  could  not 
have  felt,  or  have  expressed  themselves,  as  they 
did,  if  their  own  copies  of  the  Gospels  had  been 
left,  as  is  imagined,  at  the  mercy  of  transcrib- 
ers ;  and  there  had  been  such  a  disagreement, 
as  must  in  consequence  have  existed,  among 
them.  What  text  of  their  own  would  they  have 
had  to  oppose  to  the  text  of  Marc  ion,  or  of  any 
other  heretic?  What  would  they  have  had  to 
bring  forward,  but  a  collection  of  discordant 
manuscripts,  many  of  them,  probably,  differing 
as  much  from  each  other,  as  the  altered  gospels 
of  the  heretics  did  from  any  one  of  them  ?  If 
our  Gospels  had  not  existed  in  their  present 
form,  till  the  close  of  the  second  century;  if, 
before  that  time,  their  text  had  been  fluctuating, 
and  assuming  in  different  copies  a  different  form, 
such  as  transcribers  might  choose  to  give  it ; 
those  by  whon)  they  were  used  could  not  have 
ventured  to  speak  with  such  confidence  of  the 
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alterations  of  the  heretics.  They  must  have 
apprehended  too  strongly  the  overwhelming  re- 
tort,  to  which  they  lay  so  exposed,  and  against 
which  they  were  so  defenceless.  If,  however, 
any  one  can  imagine  that  they  really  would 
have  been  bold  enough  to  make  the  charges 
which  they  do  against  heretics,  yet  in  this  case 
they  must,  at  least,  have  shown  strong  solici- 
tude to  guard  the  point  where  they  themselves 
were  so  liable  to  attack.  But  no  trace  of  such 
solicitude  appears. 

III.  We  happen  to  have,  in  the  works  of  a 
single  writer,  decisive  evidence  that  no  such 
differences  ever  existed  in  the  manuscripts  of 
the  Gospels  as  are  supposed  in  the  hypothesis 
under  consideration;  and  consequently  that  no 
such  liberties  as  have  been  imagined  were  ever 
taken  by  their  transcribers.  Origen  was  born 
about  the  year  185,  and  flourished  during  the 
first  half  of  the  third  century,  dying  about  the 
year  264.  He  was  particularly  skilled  in  the 
criticism  of  the  Scriptures.  His  labors  upon  the 
text  of  the  Septuagint  are  well  known.  He 
had  in  his  possession,  or  had  the  means  of  con- 
sulting, various  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels,  of 
which  he  made  a  critical  use,  noticing  their  vari- 
ous readings.    His  notices  are  principally  found 
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in  commentaries,  which  he  wrote  on  the  Gospels. 
Under  these  circumstances,  if  the  manuscripts 
of  the  first  and  second  centuries  had  differed 
from  each  other  as  much  as  has  been  imagined, 
we  should  expect  to  find  distinct  evidence  of 
the  feet  in  the  voluminous  writings  of  this  eariy 
father.  But  this  is  not  the  case.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  language  which  he  uses,  and  the  kind 
of  various  readings  which  he  actually  adduces, 
prove  that  he  was  ignorant  of  any  such  diversi- 
ties as  have  been  fancied.  But  he  could  not 
have  been  ignorant  of  them,  if  they  had  existed. 
I  give  in  a  note,  at  the  end  of  this  volume,*  all 
the  various  readings  which  he  mentions,  so  far 
as  I  have  been  able  to  collect  them.  They  are 
all  unimportant  variations.  The  greater  part 
of  them  are  still  extant  in  our  manuscripts. 
He  remarks  upon  no  such  diversities  as  must 
have  existed,  if  transcribers  had  indulged  in 
such  licentious  alterations  as  have  been  sup- 
posed. On  the  contrary,  the  citations  and 
remarks  of  Origen  are  adapted  to  produce  a 
conviction,  that  the  manuscripts  of  his  time  dif- 
fered, to  say  the  least,  as  little  firom  each  other, 
as  the  manuscripts  now  extant;  and  conse- 
quently,  that   before  his   time   there   was  the 

•  See  Additional  Note,  B. 
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^roe  care  to  preserve  the  original  text,  as  there 
has  been  since. 

This  conviction  is  not  weakened  by  a  passage 
in  his  writings,  which  may  seem  at  first  view  to 
favor  the  opposite  opinion.  The  j>assage  has 
been  already  referred  to,  m  this  chapter^  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  reverence  in  which  the 
Gospels  were  held ;  *  but  we  wiU  now  attend 
to  it  a  little  more  particularly.  Origen,  as  has 
been  said,  was  led,  by  a  course  of  reasoning  of 
considerable  subtiky,  to  doubt  the  genuineness 
of  the  words,  Matthew  xix.  19,  Th&u  shaU  lave 
lAy  tieighbour  as  thyself.  After  stating  Ms  argu- 
ments at  some  length,  he  says:  —  "But  if  it  / 
were  not  that  in  many  other  passages  there  i% 
a  difference  among  copies,  so  that  all  those  of 
the  Gospel  of  Matthew  do  not  agree  together, 
and  so  also  as  it  regards  the  other  Gospels,  it 
might  well  seem  irreverent  in  any  one  to  sus- 
pect that  the  precept  has  been  inserted  here, 
without  its  having  been  mentioned  by  the  Sa- 
viour, But  it  is  evident  that  there  exists  much 
difference  among  copies ;  partly  from  the  care*  1 
lessness  of  some  transcribers;  partly  from  the  ' 
rashness  of  others  in  altering  improperly  what 
they  find  written ;  and  partly  from  those  revisers 

•  See  before,  y,  67.  ' 


.5|J  KYIDENCES  OF  THE 

who  add  or  strike  out  according  to  their  own 
judgment."*  He  immediately  subjoins,  that  he 
had  provided  a  remedy  for  such  errors  in  the 
copies  of  the  Septuagint,  by  giving  a  new  criti- 
cal editioQ  of  it. 

In  this  passage^  nothing  is  referred  to  but 
well-knov^Dj  common  causes  of  en-or  in  the 
transcription  of  manuscripts.  We  leaxn  from  it, 
that  transcribers  were  sometimes  careless ;  that 
they  sometimes  improperly  altered  from  conjec- 
ture a  reading  in  the  copy  before  them,  which 
they  fancied  to  be  erroneous ;  and  that  those 
whose  business  it  w^as  to  revise  manuscripts  after 
transcription^  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  errors, 
did  sometimes,  in  the  want  of  proper  critical 
apparatus,  rely  too  much  upon  their  mere  judg- 
ment concerning  what  was  probably  the  true 
text.  These  are  all  pro jjosit ions,  which  we 
might  credit  without  the  testimony  of  Origen. 

fmiv^tms  rffwp  yj^f  i*i»,  !?«  mwi  ^iK/tm  ^trmv^  fi§xh^mi  rmt  peg«  ti] 
lit^iiirimt   ™t  y^itft/iiwtfMf   iTti    ttmi   sr*    rSw   rm   \M.vT*it   J#*wrrii,  \w  rp 

liMfMfUj  witrrJiMrmw  n  Afmi^uwrafw.  Commynt.  in  Mallh-  Toni,  ir. 
§  14.  0pp.  in.  671-  The  passage  has  been  soraetimca  misim* 
deriloodj  as  haying  reference  to  the  inlentiona]  coiruptiona  of  the 
heretics.  But  h4^iiM  and  its  derivatives  are  technical  worda, 
need  reBpecting  the  correction  of  manuscripts  after  irauscriptiun, 
for  the  purp^^se  of  renmving  the  errors  of  the  transeribcr.  The 
words  used  in  speaking  of  intentional  corruption  are  /^#vf^ 
and  Its  felatiTes. 
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His  language  in  speaking  of  the  difference 
among  the  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels,  though 
he  had  a  particular  purpose  in  representing  it  as 
considerable,  is  much  less  strong  than  what  has 
been  used  by  some  modem  critics,  and  among 
them  by  Griesbach  himself,  in  speaking  of  the 
disagreement  among  our  present  copies.  The 
expressions  of  the  latter,  as  one  may  easily  sat- 
isfy himself,  are  very  loose  and  exaggerated.* 

*  Griesbacb,  for  iiustanoe,  says  (in  the  Prolegomena  to  his 
New  Testament,  Sect,  m.),  that  what  he  calls  the  Alexandrine 
text  of  the  New  Testament  differs  from  what  he  calls  the  West- 
ern text,  '^  in  its  whole  conformation  and  entire  coloring,"  toto 
tuo  habitu  universoque  colore.  Acccnrding  to  him,  if  we  take  the 
quotations  of  Origen  and  Clement,  certain  manuscripts,  and  cer- 
tain other  authorities,  all  of  which  he  classes  together  as  Alex- 
andrine, and  settle  the  text  of  the  New  Testament  from  them 
alone,  this  text  will  differ  in  its  whole  aspect  from  that  which 
may  be  formed,  by  a  similar  process,  from  the  quotations  of  Ter^ 
tullian  and  Cyprian,  and  the  other  authorities  which,  according 
to  him,  belong  to  the  Western  class.  All  that  seems  necessary 
to  enable  one  acquainted  with  the  subject  to  perceive  the  extrav- 
agance of  Griesbach's  language  is  to  have  his  attention  directed 
to  it.  It  is  inconsistent  with  his  own  statements  elsewhere,  and 
with  indispatable  facts.  Some  further  remarks  on  the  looseness 
with  which  Griesbach  has  expressed  himself  in  several  instances, 
and  on  his  theory  respecting  different  revisions  of  the  text  of 
the  New  Testament,  may  be  found  in  the  Additional  Note  marked 
A,  which  forms  a  sort  of  appendix  to  the  First  Part  of  the  pres- 
ent work. 

The  assertion  of  Giiesbach  above  quoted  is  made  by  him  in  a 
meiely  chtioal  essay,  in  which  any  thing  like  exaggeration  was 
least  to  be  expected.  If  an  assertion  of  a  similar  kind  had  been 
10 
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B  tliey  had  been  found  in  Origen,  it  might  have 
been  difficult  to  believe,  that  the  agreement 
among  the  copies  of  the  Gospels  existing  ifl 
his  time  was  really  as  great  as  we  know  it  to 
be  among  those  extant  at  the  present  day-  His 
language,  such  as  it  is,  affords  no  ground  for  a 
contrary  supposition. 

But  the  passage  before  us  deserves  ftirther 
attention  in  several  points  of  view*  In  tlie  first 
place,  it  goes  to  prove,  as  has  been  remarked, 
the  reverence  with  which  the  Gospels  were 
regarded.  In  the  next  place,  it  shows  the 
importance  which  the  most  eminent  Clu-istiaii 
writer  of  his  age  attached  to  the  proposal  o( 
omitting  a  few  words  in  the  text  of  St.  Mat- 
thew* But  this  renders  incredible  the  supposi- 
tion, that  it  had  been  common  for  the  possessors 
and  transcribers  of  manuscripts  to  make  inten- 


fotmd  in  any  work,  howcTer  declamatory,  of  a  writor  of  the  tr^ 
three  centuries,  the  circumatance  might  haire  seemed  embai^ 
Tsssiiig^  as  respects  tJie  pre&ent  argument.  We  ahould,  however, 
have  been  equally  justified  in  regarding  such  language  na  highly 
extra va|rant  in  the  one  case  »s  in  the  othor.  I  advert  to  these 
facta  in  order  to  illustrate  a  principle  of  considerahle  importune©, 
that  single  passages  from  a  particular  writer  are  often  of  very 
little  weight  or  importance,  when  opposed  to  a  concIuBJon  resting 
upon  strong  prohabilitiea.  Many  writers,  who  have  no  intention 
of  deceinng,  are  far  from  being  aecurute  and  attentive  in  estimai- 
ing  the  meaning  and  force  of  their  words. 
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tional  changes  in  the  text  of  the  Gospels.  The 
passage  shows  the  prevalence  of  a  sentiment 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  disposition  to  make 
such  changes;  and  the  prevalence  of  a  belief 
in  the  genuineness  of  their  text,  which  could 
not  have  existed  if  such  changes  had  been 
common.  This  sentiment  and  belief  are  fur- 
ther exhibited  in  another  passage  of  Origen, 
where,  comparing  the  prediction  of  our  Saviour, 
The  Son  of  man  shall  be  three  days  and  three 
nights  in  the  earth,  with  his  declaration  to  the 
penitent  robber.  This  night  thou  shalt  be  with 
me  in  paradise,  he  says,  that  "  some  have  been 
so  troubled  with  the  seeming  inconsistency  as 
to  venture  to  suspect  the  latter  words  of  being 
an  interpolation.''*  But  further,  the  passage 
before  us  shows,  that  Origen  did  not  regard  the 
Gospels  as  having  been  exposed  to  any  other 
causes  of  error  than  those  common  in  the  tran- 
scription of  manuscripts,  such,  for  instance,  as 
had  operated,  and  without  doubt  much  more 
extensively,  in  the  copies  of  the  Septuagint. 
And  lastly,  the  language  of  this  passage  affords 
proof,  if  such  proof  be  needed,  that  Origen  had 
DO  disposition  to  keep  out  of  view,  or  to  exten- 


*  'CUn  rtX/uigmi  »hr»h  ^«Mir»iM,  »•  r.  X.    Comment,  in  Joan. 
Tom.  xxxii.  §  19.    0pp.  IV.  456. 
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iiate,  the  difierences  among  the  copies  of  the 
Gospels  extant  in  his  time.  We  tnay,  therefore, 
be  satisfied  that  none  of  more  importance  ex* 
isledi  than  what  we  find  noticed   by  him. 

It  appears,  then,  that  Origen  thought  the  di- 
versities of  manuscripts  a  subject  deserving  par- 
ticular attention;  that  he  was  rather  disposed 
to  complain  of  the  carelessness  and  rashness 
of  transcribers  and  revisers,  and  to  exaggerate 
the  discrepancies  which  had  been  thus  pro- 
duced ;  and  yet  that  he  never  mentioiis  the 
existence  of  any  more  imiwrtaut  differences 
among  the  copies  of  the  Gospels  extant  in  his 
time,  than  such  various  readings  as  are  found 
in  our  present  manuscripts-  He  was  ignorant, 
therefore,  of  any  such  difiercnces  as  are  sup- 
posed in  the  hypothesis  under  consideration. 
But,  if  unknown  to  him,  they  were  unknon^n 
to  otlier  Christians  at  the  time  when  Origen 
hved,  that  is,  during  the  first  half  of  the  third 
century.  They,  therefore,  did  not  exist  in  the 
manuscripts  of  this  period.  But  we,  at  the 
present  day,  have  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels 
written  at  least  twelve  hundred  years  since ; 
and  during  the  first  half  of  the  tliird  century^  a 
large  portion  of  all  the  copies  which  had  ever 
been  made  was  probably  in  existence  ;  some, 
written  in  the  earliest  times,  and  others  in  sue* 
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cession  during  the  interval.  The  oldest  manu- 
scripts would  be  sought  for  by  Origen,  and  other 
critics  contemporary  with  him;  as  they  have 
been  by  critics  since  his  time.  The  manu- 
scripts of  a  later  date  extant  in  his  age  were 
transcripts  of  others  more  ancient,  and  must 
have  perpetuated  their  discrepancies.  But  no 
important  discrepancies  were  known  to  Origen ; 
they  were  not  found  either  in  earlier  or  later 
copies,  extant  in  his  age ;  and  it  is  but  little 
more  than  stating  the  same  thing  in  other  words, 
to  say  that  they  never  had  existed. 

IV.  We  may  reason  in  a  similar  manner  from 
all  the  notices  in  ancient  writers  relating  to  the 
text  of  the  Gospels.  These  notices  show,  that 
no  greater  difference  existed  among  the  manu- 
scripts of  the  Gospels  in  their  day,  than  exists 
at  present.  We  may  even  draw  a  strong  argu- 
ment from  their  silence.  If  there  had  been 
narratives  or  sayings  in  some  copies  of  the 
Gospels,  not  found  in  the  generality,  we  should 
have  information  of  it  in  their  works.  But,  on 
the  contrary,  nothing  can  be  alleged  from  their 
writings  to  prove  any  greater  difference  among 
the  copies  extant  in  their  time,  than  what  is 
found  among  those  which  we  now  possess. 
The  silence  of  the  fathers  proves  that  there  was 
a  similar  agreement. 
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V.  When  we  examine  the  Gospels  them- 
selves, there  is  nothing  which  discovers  marks 
of  their  having  been  subjected  to  such  a  process 
of  interi3oIation  as  has  been  imagined*  On  the 
contrary,  there  is  evidence  which  seems  deci- 
sive, that  each  is  the  work  of  an  individual, 
and  has  been  preserved  as  it  was  written  by 
him.  The  dialect,  the  style,  and  the  modes  of 
narration  in  the  Gospels,  generally^  have  a  very 
marked  and  peculiar  character.  Each  Gospel, 
alsoj  is  distinguished  from  the  others,  by  indi- 
vidual peculiarities  in  the  use  of  language,  and 
other  characteristics  exclusively  its  own.  Any 
one  familiar  with  the  originals  perceives,  for 
instance,  that  Mark  is  a  writer  less  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  language  than  Luke,  and  hav- 
ing less  command  of  proper  eJtpression.  His 
style  is,  in  consequence,  more  afft*cted  by  the 
idiom  of  the  Hebrew,  more  harsh,  more  un- 
formed, more  barbarous,  in  the  technical  sense 
of  that  word.  If  you  were  to  transfer  into 
Luke's  Gospel  a  chapter  from  that  of  Mark, 
every  critic  would  at  once  perceive  its  dissimili- 
tude to  the  general  style  of  the  former.  The 
difference  would  be  still  more  remarkable,  if  you 
were  to  uisert  a  portion  from  Mark  in  John's 
Gospel.  But  the  very  distinctive  character  of 
the   style   of   the   Gospels    generally,   and   the 
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peculiar  character  of  each  Gospel,  are  irrecon- 
cilable with  the  notion,  that  they  have  been 
brought  to  their  present  state  by  additions  and 
alterations  of  successive  copiers.  A  diversity  of 
hands  would  have  produced  in  each  Gospel  a 
diversity  of  style  and  character.  Instead  of  the 
uniformity  that  now  appears,  the  modes  of  con- 
ception and  expression  would  have  been  incon- 
sistent and  vacillating.  We  are  able  to  give  a 
remarkable  exemplification  and  proof  of  this  fact. 
With  the  exception  of  a  few  short  passages 
which  have  been  transferred  from  one  Gospel 
to  another,  of  the  doxology  at  the  end  of  our 
Lord's  prayer  in  Matthew,  and  of  the  story  of 
the  woman  taken  in  adultery,  as  inserted  in  a 
very  few  modern  manuscripts  at  the  end  of  the 
twenty-first  chapter  of  Luke,  there  have  been 
found  but  three  undisputea^intevpoleitjons  of  any 
considerable  length  among  all  the  Greek  manu- 
scripts of  the  Gospels;  and  every  one  of  the 
three  betrays  itself  to  be  spurious  by  its  internal 
character,  —  by  a  style  of  thought  and  language 
clearly  different  from  that  which  characterizes 
the  Gospel  in  which  it  has  been  introduced.^ 
This  is  not  a  matter  of  fancy.  It  is  a  point 
which    no  critic  will    dispute.      If,   then,   our 


•  See  Additional  Note,  C. 


'~^^J^ 


so  ETroENCES  OP  THE 

present  Gospels  had  been  the  result  of  sue- 
cessive  additions,  made  by  different  hands  to  a 
comiBoa  basis,  there  would  have  been  a  marked 
diversity  of  style  in  different  portions  of  the 
same  Gospel ;  so  that  these  works  wonld  have 
been  very  unlike  what  they  now  are*  We 
should  have  perceived  clear  traces  of  difterent 
writers,  having  greater  or  less  command  of  ex- 
pression, accustomed  to  a  different  use  of  lan- 
guage, and  viewing  the  liistory  of  Christ  under 
difierent  aspects  and  with  different  feelings. 

It  is  true,  that  in  the  passage  commencing 
with  the  fifth  verse  of  the  first  chapter  of  St* 
Luke's  Gospel,  and  extending  to  the  end  of  the 
second  cha|>ter,  there  is  an  observable  dissimi- 
larity between  the  language  and  that  of  the 
remainder  of  his  Gospel ;  so  that  it  forms  an 
exception  to  the  general  remarks  which  have 
just  been  made.  This  circumstance  has  given 
occasion  for  supposing  it  to  be  an  interpolation. 
But  the  true  account  seems  to  be,  that  this 
passage  was  a  short  narrative,  in  existence  be- 
fore the  work  of  the  Evangelist,  which  he  in- 
corporated with  his  Gospel ;  that,  if  he  found  it 
extant  in  Greek,  he  did  not  essentially  modify 
tlie  style ;  and  if  in  Hebrew,  that  his  transla- 
tion was  literal,  and  affected  throughout  by  the 
idiom  of  the  originak     The  events  recorded  in 
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this  portion  of  his  Gospel,  having  taken  place, 
as  we  believe,  about  sixty  years  before  he  vnrote, 
the  supposition  is  in  itself  probable ;  and  it  ex- 
plains the  character  of  this  particular  passage, 
without  affecting  the  force  of  the  preceding  rea- 
soning. On  the  contrary,  this  is  strengthened 
by  the  circumstance,  that  where  an  exception 
occurs  we  can  assign  a  special  and  probable 
cause  for  it.  It  may  be  observed,  further,  that 
our  being  able  to  perceive  so  much  difference 
between  the  language  of  this  portion  of  St. 
Luke's  Gospel,  and  that  of  the  remainder,  shows 
the  general  uniformity  and  marked  character  of 
St.  Luke's  style. 

Upon  the  hypothesis  under  consideration,  it  is 
as  probable  that  the  stories  collected  by  various 
transcribers  would  have  been  added  to  St.  John's 
Gospel,  as  to  any  one  of  the  other  Gospels.  By 
comparing  his  Gospel  with  the  other  three,  we 
perceive  that  there  were  many  narratives  con- 
cerning Christ  in  existence,  which  are  not  con- 
tained in  the  former,  and  which  would  have 
afforded  an  abundant  harvest  for  an  interpolator. 
But  it  is  obvious  that  no  such  additions  have 
been  made  to  St.  John's  Gospel,  as  are  supposed 
to  have  been  commonly  made  to  the  histories  of 
Christ.  The  modes  of  thinking,  and  the  style, 
are  uniform  throughout,  and  very  marked  and 
11 
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dtstiiiguishcibte.  It  nmy  be  separated  into  a 
few  long  di  vision  s»  each  of  which  is  closely  con- 
nected within  itself;  and  it  contains  scarcely 
any  of  those  short  narratives  in  the  style  of  the 
other  Gospels,  among  which  we  must  look  for 
the  additions  which  transcriberH  are  supposed  to 
have  made  to  the  latter.  Such  being  the  facts, 
it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  this  Gospel  has 
ever  been  essentially  corrupted  by  additions  from 
its  copiers.  But  if  this  Gospel,  equally  exposed 
to  corruption  with  any  one  of  the  other  three, 
has  not  thus  suffered  from  transcribers,  we  may 
infer  that  the  same  is  true  of  the  other  three 
Gospels, 

VL  There  is  also  another  ground  on  which 
we  infer,  from  the  uniformity  of  style  in  the 
several  Gospels,  and  the  peculiar  character  of 
this  style,  that  they  have  not  been  interpolated. 
The  Gospels  are  written  in  Hellenistic  Greek, 
a  dialect  used  by  Jews  imperfectly  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  language,  and  intimately  aflect* 
ed,  in  consequence,  by  the  influence  of  the  He- 
brew, A  native  Greek  could  not  have  written 
in  this  dialect,  if  he  would,  without  having 
made  it  a  particular  study-  Now  it  is  through 
the  Gentile  branch  of  the  early  converts,  that 
Christianity  and  the  Gospels  have  been  trans* 
mitted   to  us.     But  we   know  from   the   New 
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Testament,  that  in  the  very  beginning  there 
were  strong  tendencies  to  schism  between  the 
Jewish  and  Gentile  converts.  After  the  death 
of  the  Apostles,  and  the  destruction  of  Jerusa- 
lem, the  former,  generally  speaking,  separated 
themselves  more  and  more  from  the  latter ;  they 
remained  strongly  attached  to  their  law;  they 
were  reputed  heretics ;  they  seem  to  have  made 
little  or  no  use  of  the  books  which  constitute 
the  New  Testament,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew ;  and,  at  last,  after  four  or 
five  centuries,  they  disappear  from  our  view.  It 
would  be  a  very  improbable  supposition,  that 
any  considerable  number  of  the  copies  of  the 
Gospels  used  by  Gentile  Christians  were  made 
by  Jewish  transcribers,  or  interpolated  by  Jews. 
It  is  not  to  such  copies  that  we  can  trace  back 
the  lineage  of  our  own.  Only  a  portion  of  the 
Jews  were  acquainted  with  the  Greek  language 
as  written ;  and  very  few,  it  is  probable,  exer- 
cised the  trade  of  transcribers  in  that  language. 
Origen,  in  attempting  to  explain  the  cause  of  a 
supposed  error,  which  he  believed  to  have  arisen 
from  ignorance  of  the  Hebrew,  speaks  of  the 
Gospels  as  having  been  continually  transcribed 

by  Greeks  unacquainted  with  that  language.^ 

'  ■  --         

*  *Tfra  "EXX^Nw*  0wnxm  y^t^iputim  rk  timyyiXm  ^  Mrm  ^  ImUi- 
srw.    Comment,  in  Matth.    Tom.  xvi.  ^  19.    0pp.  m.  748. 
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But  the  Gospels  are  throughout  written  in  Hel- 
lenistic Greek,  Whatever  interpolations  may 
be  fancied  to  exist,  they  do  not  discover  them- 
selves by  being  written  in  pure  and  common 
Greek*  These  fancied  interpolations,  however^ 
are  supposed  to  have  been  made  by  a  series 
of  transcribers.  But  these  transcribersj  as  we 
have  seen  J  must,  generally,  have  been  Gentiles ; 
and  Gentiles  would  hardly  have  interpolated  in 
Hebrew-Greek  ;  or,  to  say  the  least,  would  hard- 
ly have  interi>olated  in  Hebrew-Greek  so  uni- 
formly that  we  should  not  be  able  to  trace  any 
considerable  departure  from  this  dialect. 

VIL  liN  those  cases  in  which  we  have  good 
reason  to  suspect  an  ancient  writing  of  being 
spurious  altogether,  or  of  having  received  spuri- 
ous additions^  the  fact  is  almost  always  betrayed 
by  something  in  the  character  of  the  writing 
itself.  Spurious  works j  and  interpolations  in 
genuine  works,  are  discovered,  for  instance,  by 
something  not  congruous  to  the  character  of  the 
pretimded  author ;  by  a  style  different  from  that 
of  his  genuine  writings;  by  the  expression  of 
opinions  and  feelings  which  it  is  imjirobable  that 
he  entertained ;  by  discovering  an  ignorance  of 
facts  with  which  he  must  have  been  acquainted; 
by  a  use  of  language,  and  the  introduction  of 
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modes  of  conception,  not  known  at  the  period 
to  which  they  are  assigned  ;  by  an  implied  ref- 
erence to  opinions,  events,  or  even  books,  of  a 
later  age ;  or  by  some  bearing  and  purpose  not 
consistent  with  the  time  when  they  are  pretend- 
ed to  have  been  written.  Traces  of  the  times 
when  they  were  really  composed  are  almost  al- 
ways apparent.  This  must  have  been  the  case 
with  the  Gospels,  if  they  had  been  conformed, 
as  has  been  imagined,  to  the  traditions  and  doc- 
trines of  the  church  in  the  second  century. 
But,  putting  this  notion  out  of  view,  we  should 
have  perceived  distinct  traces  of  a  later  age  than 
the  period  assigned  for  their  composition,  if  they 
had  been  subjected  to  alterations  and  additions 
irom  different  editors  and  transcribers,  with  dif- 
ferent views  and  feelings,  and  more  or  less  in- 
terested and  excited  about  the  opinions  and  con- 
troversies which  had  sprung  up  in  their  own 
times.  But  no  traces  of  a  later  age  than  that 
which  we  assign  for  their  composition  appear 
in  the  Gospels.  He  who  fairly  examines  the 
scanty  list  of  passages  which  have  been  pro- 
duced, as  giving  some  countenance  to  an  oppo- 
site opinion,  may  fully  satisfy  himself  of  the 
correctness  of  this  assertion.  I  will  quote  in 
proof  of  it  a  passage  from  Eichhom,  which  I 
am  unable   to  reconcile  with   the    statements 
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before  adduced  from  him,  and  with  other  parts 
of  his  writings ;  but  which,  evidently,  derives 
additional  weight  from  this  inconsistency.  In 
a  section  "  on  the  credibility  "  of  the  Gospels, 
after  mentioning  by  name  Matthew,  Mark,  and 
Luke,  as  the  authors  of  the  first  three,  he  thus 
proceeds :— "  Every  thing  in  their  narratives  cot- 
responds  to  the  age  in  which  they  lived  and 
wrote,  and  to  the  circumstances  in  which  we 
must  believe  them  to  have  been  placed,— *  an 
unanswerable  proof  of  their  credibility.  No  one 
has  yet  appeared,  who,  in  this  respect,  has  con- 
victed them  of  want  of  truth  ;  and  until  this  be 
done  by  satisfactory  evidence,  their  credibility 
may  be  confidently  maintained."  *  If,  then,  the 
Gospels  do  not  bear  the  impression  of  later 
times,  but  correspond  in  their  character  to  the 
age  in  which  we  believe  them  to  have  been 
written,  this  must  be  regarded  as  a  strong 
proof  that  they  are  genuine,  uncomipted  works 
of  that  age. 

VIII.  The  character  and  actions  of  Jesus 
Christ,  as  exhibited  in  the  Gospels,  are  peculiar 
and  extraordinary  beyond  all  example.  They 
distinguish  him,  in  a  most  remarkable  manner, 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  639. 
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firom  all  other  men.  They  display  the  highest 
moral  sublimity.  We  perceive,  throughout,  an 
ultimate  purpose  of  the  most  extensive  benevo-* 
lence.  But  this  character  of  Christ,  which  ap* 
pears  in  the  Gospels,  is  exhibited  with  perfect 
consistency.  Whatever  he  is  represented  as  say* 
ing  or  doing  corresponds  to  the  fact  or  the  con* 
ception,  —  call  it  which  we  will,  —  that  he  was 
a  teacher  sent  from  God,  indued  with  the  high- 
est powers,  and  intrusted  with  the  most  impor- 
tant office  ever  exercised  upon  earth.  The 
different  parts  of  each  Gospel  harmonize  togeth- 
er. Now,  let  any  one  consider  how  unlikely  it 
is  that  we  should  have  found  this  consistency  in 
the  representation  of  Christ,  if  the  Gospeb  had 
been  in  great  part  the  work  of  inconsiderate  or 
presumptuous  copiers ;  or  if  they  had  consisted, 
in  great  part,  of  a  collection  of  traditionary 
stories ;  and  especially  if  these  stories  had  been, 
as  some  have  imagined,  either  fabulous  accounts 
of  miracles,  or  narratives  having  a  foundation  in 
truth,  but  corresponding  so  little  to  the  real  fact 
as  to  have  assumed  a  miraculous  character, 
which  there  was  nothing  in  the  fact  itself  to 
justify.  It  is  incredible,  that  under  such  cir* 
cumstances  there  should  be  the  consistency 
which  now  appears  in  the  Gospels.  On  the  con- 
trary, we  might  expect  to  find  in  them  stories  of 
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the  same  kind  with  those  which  were  found,  or 
are  stUl  fouiidj  in  certain  writings  that  have  been 
called  a|H>cryphal  gospels ;  stories  which  betray 
their  falsehood  at  first  view,  by  their  incongruity 
with  the  character  and  actions  of  our  Saviour, 
as  displayed  by  the  Evangelists.  We  shall  have 
occasion  to  notice  some  of  them  more  particular- 
ly hereafter.  Every  one  acquainted  with  the 
stories  referred  to  must  perceive  and  acknowl* 
edge  their  striking  dissimilitude  to  the  narratives 
of  the  Gospels.  A  dissimilitude  of  the  same 
kind  would  have  existed  between  different  parts 
of  the  Gospels,  if  they  had  grown,  as  has  been 
imagined,  to  their  present  form,  by  a  gradual 
contribution  of  traditionary  talcs.  On  the  con- 
trary, their  consistency  in  the  representation  of 
our  Saviour  is  one  among  the  many  proofs,  that 
they  have  been  preserved  essentially  as  they 
were  first  written. 

We  have  seen,  then,  in  the  present  chapter, 
that  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  Chris- 
tians of  the  first  two  centuries  had  the  highest 
reverence  for  their  sacred  books  ;  and  that,  with 
this  sentiment,  they  could  neither  have  made, 
nor  have  suffered,  alterations  in  the  Gospels ;  — 
that  the  manner  in  which  the  Christian  fathers 
speak  of  the  corruptions  with  which  they  charged 
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some  of  the  heretics  implies,  from  the  nature 
of  the  case,  that  they  knew  of  no  similar  cor- 
ruptions in  their  own  copies  of  the  Gospels ;  — 
that  from  the  notice  which  Origen  takes  of  the 
various  readings  found  by  him  in  his  manuscripts 
of  the  Gospels,  we  may  conclude,  that  no  con- 
siderable diversity  among  the  manuscripts  of  the 
Gospels  had  ever  existed ; — that  we  may  infer 
the  same  from  all  the  other  notices  respecting 
the  text  of  the  Gospels  in  the  writings  of  the 
fathers ;  and  from  the  absence  of  any  thing  in 
their  works  which  might  show  that  their  copies 
differed  more  from  each  other,  than  those  now 
extant;  —  that  the  peculiar  style  of  the  Gospels 
generally,  and  the  uniform  style  of  each  Gospel, 
afford  proof  that  each  is,  essentially,  the  work 
of  one  author,  which  has  been  preserved  unal- 
tered ; — that  this  argument  becomes  more  strik- 
ing, when  we  consider  that  far  the  greater 
number  of  the  copies  of  the  Gospels,  during  the 
first  two  centuries,  were  made  by  Greek  tran- 
scribers, who,  if  they  had  interpolated,  would 
have  interpolated  in  common  Greek ;  that  it  is 
from  copies  made  by  them  that  our  own  are 
derived;  but  that  the  Gospels,  as  we  possess 
them,  are  written,  throughout,  in  that  dialect  of 
the  Greek  which  was  used  only  by  Jews ;  — 
that   spurious  works,  or  spurious   additions  to 
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genuine  works,  may  commonly  be  discovered  by 
some  incongruity  with  the  character  or  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  pretended  author,  or  with  the 
age  to  which  they  are  assigned ;  but  that  no 
such  incongruity  appears  in  the  Gospels  as  may 
throw  any  doubt  upon  their  general  character ; 
—  and,  lastly,  that  the  consistency  preserved 
throughout  each  of  the  Gospels  in  all  that  relates 
to  the  actions,  discourses,  and  most  extraordinary 
character  of  Christ,  shows  that  each  is  a  work 
which  remains  the  same  essentially  as  it  wns 
originally  written^  uncorrupted  by  subsequent 
alterations  or  additions. 


It  has,  indeed,  l>een  already  remarked,  that 
the  Gospel  of  St,  Matthew  was  probably  writ- 
ten in  Hebrew;  and  that  we  possess  only  a 
Greek  translation.  So  far,  therefore,  as  regards 
this  Gospel,  a  part  of  the  arguments  adduced, 
especially  those  in  the  first  chapter,  apply  direct- 
ly only  to  prove  the  uncorrupt  preservation  of 
the  Greek  copy.  But  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
consideration  that  may  lead  us  to  suspect,  that 
the  Greek  is  not  a  faithful  rendering  from  the 
Hebrew  copy  or  copies  used  by  the  translator ; 
or  that  the  exemplar  he  followed  did  not  essen- 
tially correspond   with    the  original.    On    the 
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contrary,  there  seems  no  reasonable  ground  for 
doubt  respecting  either  proposition. 

It  is  true,  that  the  three  additions  before  sug- 
gested *  may  have  been  made  to  the  Hebrew 
text  used  by  the  translator.  The  liability  to 
those  accidents  that  attend  the  transcription  of 
books  was,  probably,  increased  in  the  case  of 
Matthew's  Gospel  by  a  more  than  ordinary  want 
of  skill  and  judgment  in  some  of  its  Hebrew 
copyists;  for  the  transcription  of  books  cannot 
be  supposed  to  have  been  an  art  much  practised 
among  the  native  Jews  of  Palestine.  But  the 
causes  of  error  in  the  text  used  by  Matthew's 
translator  could  have  operated  but  a  short  time, 
since  we  cannot  suppose  the  interval  between 
the  composition  and  translation  of  the  Gospel  to 
have  been  more  than  about  fifty  years. 

In  regard  to  the  hypothesis  we  have  been 
considering,  of  licentious  and  intentional  addi- 
tions by  transcribers,  as  we  have  seen  that  there 
is  no  ground  for  it  as  regards  the  Greek  Gospels, 
so  we  may  infer  that  the  Hebrew  Gospel  of 
Matthew  did  not  thus  suffer  during  the  fifty 
years  after  its  first  appearance.  The  supposition 
diat  it  did  so,  being  altogether  improbable  in  it- 
self, would  require  strong,  direct  proof  to  justify 

*  See  before,  pp.  35,  96. 
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us  in  admitting  it;  but,  on  the  contrary,  there 
is  nothing  to  set  aside  the  conclusion,  founded 
on  the  general  analogy  of  other  writings,  that 
this  Gospel  was  the  work  of  an  individual  au- 
thor, and  was,  during  the  short  interval  before 
its  translation,  preserved  essentially  as  written 
by  him. 

Speaking  of  the  time  when  the  Hebrew  orig^ 
inal  alone  was  extant,  Papias  says,  that  **  every 
one  translated  it  as  he  could";  meaning,  I  con- 
ceive, that  he  translated  it  to  himself  in  reading 
it.  His  words,  it  is  evident,  directly  imply,  that 
it  was  in  the  hands  of  readers  whose  vernacujar 
language  was  the  Greek,  Many  of  the  Jewish 
converts,  without  doubt j  were  capable  of  under- 
standing it  both  in  the  Hebrew  and  the  Greek. 
There  were,  therefore,  contemporary  judges  of 
the  correspondence  of  the  translation  with  the 
original,  by  whom  its  corres{>ondeuce  was  not 
questioned;  for  had  it  l>een,  we  should  have 
known  the  fact.  Nor  is  an  expression  of  doubt 
concerning  its  authenticity  to  be  found  in  any 
subsLiiuent  age ;  on  the  other  hand,  contro- 
vertist^,  the  most  opposed  to  each  other,  agreed 
in  using  the  Greek  translation  as  a  common 
authority. 
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But  the  whole  supposition  of  licentious  alter- 
ations in  the  Gospels  from  the  text  of  their 
original  authors  must  rest  on  the  belief,  that 
there  was  a  general  indifference  among  the  early 
Christians  about  the  genuineness  and  authen- 
ticity of  the  books  from  which  they  derived  a 
knowledge  of  their  religion.  Those  writings 
they  might  have  preserved  uncorrupted,  if  they 
would.  But  such,  it  must  be  presumed,  was 
their  negligence  and  folly,  that  they  cared  not 
whether  the  contents  of  the  Gospels  were  true 
or  false ;  whether  they  proceeded  from  Apostles 
and  Evangelists,  or  from  unknown  and  anony- 
mous individuals.  Christians,  at  the  time  of 
which  we  speak,  were  submitting  to  severe  pri- 
vations, and  exposing  themselves  to  great  suffer- 
ings, for  their  religion.  They  were  supported 
by  a  conviction  of  the  infinite  value  of  the  truths 
which  it  taught,  those  truths,  the  knowledge  of 
which  was  preserved,  as  they  believed,  in  the 
writings  of  its  first  disciples.  But,  if  we  sup- 
pose the  text  of  any  one  of  the  Gospels  to  have 
suffered  essential  alteration,  we  must  suppose 
that  Christians  were  indifferent  about  the  con- 
tents of  those  books,  which  they  regarded  as 
the  authentic  records  of  their  faith,  their  duties, 
their  consolations,  and  their  hopes.  It  seems, 
therefore,  not  too  much  to  say  of  the  hypothesis 
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of  the  essential  corruption  of  the  Gospels,  that 
it  is  irreconcilable  with  any  just  conceptiaa 
of  the  circumstances  and  feelings  of  the  early 
Christians,  and  of  the  moral  nature  of  man. 


CHAPTER  III. 


OBJECTIONS  C0N8IBBSED. 


Upoif  what  arguments,  then,  rests  the  sup- 
position, that  essential  alterations  have  been 
made  in  the  Gospels  since  their  original  com- 
position? These  arguments,  whatever  they  are, 
if  of  any  force,  must  assume  the  character  of 
objections  and  difficulties,  when  viewed  in  rela- 
tion to  the  proposition,  the  truth  of  which  has 
been  maintained.  But  strongly  as  the  corruption 
of  the  Gospels  has  been  asserted,  I  am  unac- 
quainted with  any  formal  statement  of  argu- 
ments in  its  proof. 

Those  by  whom  it  has  been  principally  main- 
tained belong  to  that  large  class  of  Grerman 
critics,  who  reject  the  belief  of  any  thing  prop- 
erly miraculous  in  the  history  of  Christ.  But 
the  difficulty  of  reconciling  this  disbelief  of  the 
miracles  with  the  admission  of  the  truth  of  facts 
concerning  him  not  miraculous  is  greatly  in- 
creased, if  the  Gospels  be  acknowledged  as  the 
uncorrupted  works  of  those  who  were  witnesses 
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of  what  they  relate,  or  who  derived  their  infor- 
mation immediately  from  such  witnesses.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  proportion  as  suspicion  is  cast 
upon  the  genuineness  and  authenticity  of  those 
writings,  the  history  of  Christ  becomes  doubtM 
and  obscure.  An  opening  is  made  for  theories 
concerning  his  life,  character,  and  works,  and 
the  origin  of  his  religion.  Any  account  of  our 
Saviour,  upon  the  supposition  that  he  was  not 
a  teacher  from  God  endued  with  miraculous 
powers,  must  be  almost  wholly  conjectural.  But 
such  a  conjectural  account  will  appear  to  less 
disadvantage,  if  placed  in  competition  with  nar- 
ratives of  uncertain  origin,  than  if  brought  into 
direct  opposition  to  the  authority  of  original 
witnesses. 

The  theory  of  the  corruption  of  the  Gospels 
has  been  connected  with  an  hypothesis  con- 
cerning the  manner  in  which  the  first  three  Gos- 
pels were  formed ;  from  which,  as  I  conceive,  it 
has  been  regarded  as  deriving  its  main  support. 
This  hypothesis  is  intended  to  account  for  the 
remarkable  phenomena  in  the  agreement  and 
disagreement  of  the  first  three  Gospels  with 
each  other.  It  has  been  explained  and  defend- 
ed, with  much  clearness  and  ability,  by  Bishop 
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Marsh.*  It  supposes  the  existence  of  an  origi- 
nal document,  a  brief  narrative  of  the  public 
life  of  Christ,  the  Original  Gospel  of  Eichhorn. 
This  document,  it  is  believed,  was  in  the  hands 
of  several  persons,  who  added  to  it  different 
narratives,  according  to  their  respective  informa- 
tion, so  that  copies  of  it  were  in  existence  with 
different  additions.  Each  of  the  first  three 
Evangelists  is  thought  to  have  used  a  different 
copy  as  the  basis  of  his  Grospel.  It  is  then 
only  to  suppose  that  the  same  custom  of  making 
additions,  which  was  common  in  regard  to  the 
original  document  just  mentioned,  prevailed  af- 
terwards in  regard  to  the  Gospels,  and  we  have 
the  very  supposition  against  which  we  have 
been  contending. 

To  this  the  answer  is,  that  the  hypothesis,  in 
any  form  in  which  it  may  be  presented,  can, 
at  most,  be  regarded  only  as  creating  a  pre- 
sumption that  the  Gospels  have  been  corrupted ; 
and  this  presumption  would  be  of  no  force  in 
opposition  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  two  preced- 


*  Id  his  *'  Dissertation  on  the  Origin  and  Composition  of  the 
three  first  Canonical  Gospels,"  and  his  tracts  in  the  controversy 
occasioned  by  an  anonymous  publication  (of  which  Bishop  Ran- 
dolph was  the  author)  entitled,  **  Remarks  on  Michaelis's  Intro- 
duction to  the  New  Testament ;  by  Way  of  Caution  to  Students 
in  Divinity." 
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ing  chapters.  It  would  only  bring  suspicion 
upon  the  hypothesis  itself^  since  this  must  be 
conformed  to  all  the  facts  which  have  a  bear- 
ing upon  it.  The  latter  must  not  be  made  to 
bend  to  the  former.  With  such  a  view  of  the 
subject,  it  would  be  improper,  in  this  place, 
to  enter  into  a  particular  examination  of  the 
theory  in  question.  Such  an  examination,  how* 
ever,  may  be  found  in  one  of  the  additional 
notes  to  this  volume.*  If  the  reasoning  there 
urged  be  correct,  it  will  appear  that  the  hypoth- 
esis of  an  origmal  document  gradually  receiving 
additions  from  different  hands,  and  used  in  dif- 
ferent forms  by  the  first  three  Evangelists,  in- 
volves suppositions  which  cannot  be  admitted; 
that  it  is  unnecessary  in  order  to  account  for  the 
agreement  of  the  Gospels  with  each  other ;  and 
that  it  is  neither  implied,  nor  rendered  probable, 
by  the  phenomena  to  be  explained ;  but  tliat, 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  inconsistent  with  those 
phenomena. 

It  may  be  recollected,  that  the  Original  Gos* 
pel  is  regarded  by  Eichhorn,  not  only  as  the 
common  source  of  our  first  three  Gospels,  but 
likewise  of  certain  apocryphal  gospels,  wliich 
were   in  use  before   them-f     These,   according 

*  See  Additaonttl  Note,  D.  f  ^^  before^  p.  10,  KN|q, 
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to  him,  were  the  following :  the  Gospel  of  the 
Hebrews ;  the  Gospel  of  Marcion ;  the  Memoirs 
by  the  Apostles,  used  by  Justin  Martyr;  the 
gospel  adopted  by  Cerinthus  and  his  sect ;  gos- 
pels used  by  Tatian  in  composing  his  Diates- 
saron ;  and  those  used  by  the  Apostolic  Fathers. 
These  gospels,  and  our  first  three  Gospels,  are 
all  supposed  to  have  been  so  intimately  con- 
nected, as  to  prove  their  derivation  from  a  com- 
mon original;  and  the  knowledge  which  we 
possess  respecting  their  contents  is  regarded  as 
illustrating  the  process  of  change  and  growth 
which  they  had  all  gone  through.  I  shall,  in  the 
course  c^  this  work,  remark,  under  the  proper 
heads,  upon  the  gospels  mentioned  by  Eichhom, 
and  endeavour  to  show,  that  the  Gospel  of  the 
HelH'ews  was,  probaUy,  in  its  primitive  state, 
the  Hebrew  original  of  St.  Matthew ;  that  the 
books  used  by  Justin  were  our  four  Gospels; 
that  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  that  the  four 
gospels,  which,  toward  the  end  of  the  second 
century,  Tatian,  who  had  been  a  disciple  of 
Justin  Martyr,  made  the  basis  of  his  Diatessa- 
roQ,  were  the  four  canonical  Gospels ;  that  Mar- 
cion had  a  mutilated  copy  of  St.  Luke,  —  a  feet 
which,  in  consequence  of  the  examinations  that 
have  taken  place  since  Eichhom  wrote,  seems 
now  to  be  generally  undisputed ;  that  the  scan- 
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ty,  uncertain,  contradictory  information  respect- 
ing Cerinthus  and  his  sect  ailbrds  no  ground 
for  the  conclusion  J  that  they  used  a  peculiar 
gospel ;  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  writin^^s 
ascribed  to  Apostolic  Fathers  which  may  justify 
the  supposition,  that,  previously  to  the  general 
reception  of  our  four  Gospels,  other  gospels  were 
in  common  circulation  among  Christians  as  au- 
thentic histories  of  Christ. 

It  is,  moreover,  affirmed  by  Eichhorn  as  a 
general  truth,  that,  "  before  the  invention  of 
printing,  in  transcribing  a  manuscript,  the  most 
arbitrary  alterations  were  considered  as  allowa- 
ble ;  since  they  afiected  only  an  article  of  private 
property,  written  for  the  use  of  an  individuah"* 
It  follows,  that  in  maintaining  that  the  Gospels 
have  undergone  a  process  of  corruption,  one  is 
only  maintaining  that  they  shared  the  common 
fate  of  all  other  ancient  writings.  In  proof  of 
his  general  proposition,  Eichhorn  alleges,  that 
there  are  many  manuscripts  of  chronicles  of  the 
Middle  Ages,  which,  purporting  to  be  copies  of 
the  same  work,  yet  present  different  texts,  some 
containing  more  and  others  less;  and  in  further 
evidence  that  the  most  arbitrary  alterations  by 
transcribers   were   considered   as   allowable,  he 

•  Seebefpre,  pp.  IS,  14* 


GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS.  101 

cites  Dionysius  of  Corinth  as  calling  some  who 
had  corrupted  his  writings  apostles  of  Satan. 
But  the  proposition,  though  apparently  laid 
down  as  the  basis  of  his  hypothesis,  is  so  ob- 
viously false  as  hardly  to  admit  of  remark  or 
contradiction.  It  could  only  have  been  made 
through  some  strange  inadvertence.  As  the 
ordinary  mode  of  dealing  with  books  in  ancient 
times  was,  as  every  one  knows,  the  reverse  of 
what  Eichhorn  supposes,  it  must  need  very 
strong  and  special  reasons  to  render  the  con- 
jecture probable,  that  the  Gospels  were  made 
exceptions  to  the  common  usage. 

As  evidence  that  such  was  the  case,  that  the 
Gospels  were  subjected  to  a  mode  of  treatment 
different  from  that  which  other  books  experi- 
enced, a  few  passages  have  been  quoted  from 
ancient  writers ;  which,  in  fact,  form  the  whole 
of  what  can  be  considered  as  a  direct  attempt 
to  prove  the  proposition.  Two  of  them,  one 
from  Dionysius  of  Corinth,  and  the  other  from 
Origen,  we  have  already  had  occasion  to  exam- 
ine, and  their  true  bearing  appears  to  be  directly 
opposed  to  the  supposition  which  they  have 
been  brought  to  establish.*  Two  others  remain 
to  be  considered. 

*  See  before,  pp.  61-63,  and  p.  71,  seqq. 
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«*  Celsiis,*^  says  Eichhorn,  **  objects  to  the 
Christians,  that  they  had  changed  their  Gospek 
three  times,  four  times,  and  oftener,  as  if  they 
were  deprived  of  their  senses."*  The  passage 
IS  twice  quoted  by  him,  and  therefore,  it  may 
be  presumed,  is  regarded  as  an  important  proof 
of  his  theory.  If  it  were  correctly  represented 
in  the  words  which  have  been  given,  the  first 
obvious  answer  would  be,  that  such  a  charge  is 
as  little  to  be  credited  upon  the  mere  assertion 
of  Celsus,  as  various  other  calumnies  of  tliat 
writer  against  the  Christians,  which  no  one  at 
the  present  day  believes.  But  Celsus  does  not 
say  what  he  is  represented  as  saying.  He  does 
not  bring  the  charge  against  Christians  gen- 
erally,  but  against  some  Christians,  His  words 
are  preserved  in  the  work  composed  by  Origen 
in  reply  to  Celsus ;  and,  correctly  rendered,  are 
as  follows: — "Afterwards  Celsus  says,  that  some 
believers,t  like  men  driven  by  drunkenness  to 
commit  violence  on  lliemselves,  have  altered  the 
Gospel-history, J  since  its  first  composition,  three 


•  See  Wore,  pp,  17^  18. 

t  Tiwf  iw  rimtwptvv,  furl*  [XiXnfff],  «.  r.  X, 

%  Uteraily,  the  Gospel,  ri  i»myyiXi*9^  bul  ihb  wcrd  is  hBm 
used,  as  it  is  elsewhere  in  ancient  wriiers,  to  denote  the  Gospel- 
hisloiy*  In  this  use  of  the  woid,  the  four  Gospels  are  commontj 
denoted,  conBadered  coUectiyeJy,  30  containing  this  hiatory. 


GENUINENESS  OP  THE  GOSPELS.  103 

times,  four  times,  and  oftener,  and  have  re&sfa- 
ioned  it,  so  as  to  be  able  to  deny  the  objections 
made  against  it."  To  this,  the  whole  reply  of 
Origen  is  as  follows: — "1  know  of  none  who 
have  altered  the  Gospel-history,  except  the  fol- 
lowers of  Marcion,  of  Valentinus,  and  I  think 
also  those  of  Lucan.  But  this  afibids  no 
ground  for  reproach  against  the  religion  itself; 
but  against  those  who  have  dared  to  corrupt 
the  Gospels.  And  as  it  is  no  reproach  against 
philosophy  that  there  are  Sophists,  or  Epicure- 
ans, or  Peripatetics,  or  any  others  who  hold 
&lse  opinions ;  so  also  it  is  no  reproach  against 
true  Christianity  that  there  are  those  who  have 
altered  the  Gospels,  and  introduced  heresies  for- 
eign from  the  teaching  of  Jesus."  * 

It  is  evident  that  Origen  regarded  the  words 
of  Celsus  as  a  mere  declamatory  accusation, 
which  he  was  not  called  upon  to  repel  by  any 
elaborate  reply.  A  grave  charge  against  the 
whole  body  of  Christians,  of  the  nature  of  that 
which  Celsus  urges,  could  not  have  been  dis- 
missed in  three  sentences  of  a  long  and  able 
work  in  defence  of  Christianity  against  his  at- 
tacks. The  charge  may  have  been  founded,  as 
Origen  supposes,  upon  the  mutilations  and  cor- 

•  Grig.  cont.  Cels.    lib.  11.  §  87.    0pp.  I.  411. 
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niptioQS  of  the  Gospels  made  by  some  heretics. 
Another  solution  of  it  is,  that  Celsus,  being 
acquainted  with  the  four  Gospels,  and  perceiv* 
ing  that  they  had  much  in  common  with  much 
that  was  diflerent,  did,  on  this  ground,  represent 
Christians  as  having  given  the  Gospel-history 
four  diflerent  forms.  But  if  we  believe  that 
Celsus  fully  understood  the  subject,  and,  having 
no  reference  to  any  heretical  sects,  or  to  the 
existence  of  four  different  histories  of  Chris t, 
really  meant  to  bring  against  catholic  Christians 
a  grave  charge  of  corrupting  the  Gospels,  then 
we  must  consider  w  hat  is  the  proper  inference 
from  the  passage.  He  was,  as  no  one  will  deny, 
forward  enough  in  adducing  unsupported  and 
calumnious  accusations  against  those  whom  he 
was  attacking.  If  there  had  been  any  pretence 
for  saying  that  Christians  generally  had  altered 
and  corrupted  the  Gospels,  he  would  have  said 
it.  But  he  does  not.  He  merely  says,  whether 
truly  or  not  may  be  a  question,  that  sojne  Chris- 
tians had  done  this.  It  is  of  the  nature  of  such 
a  charge,  when  brought  against  some  of  any 
community,  to  exculpate  the  community  in  gen- 
eral. According,  therefore,  to  the  implied  tes- 
timony of  their  enemy,  Christians,  generally 
speaking,  had  not  altered  nor  corrupted  the 
Gospels. 
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But  the  passage  afTords  ground  for  further 
remark.  Celsus  compares  the  conduct  of  those 
whom  he  charges  with  altering  the  Gospel- 
history,  or  the  Gospels,  to  that  of  men  impelled 
by  drunkenness  to  commit  violence  on  them- 
selves. Origen  does  not  object  to  the  compar- 
ison, and  there  is  no  objection  to  be  made  to 
the  opinion  implied  in  it,  respecting  the  charac- 
ter and  consequences  of  such  a  procedure.  It 
is  one  which  the  friends  and  the  enemies  of 
the  religion  must  equally  have  perceived  to  be 
correct.  The  question,  therefore,  whether  the 
early  Christians  altered  the  Gospels,  resolves 
itself  into  the  question,  whether  they  acted  like 
men  intoxicated,  to  the  evident  ruin  of  their 
cause. 

The  other  passage,  before  referred  to,  is  from 
Clement  of  Alexandria.  "  Clement  also,  at  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  speaks  of  those  who 
corrupted  the  gospels,  and  ascribes  it  to  them, 
that  at  Matthew,  v.  10,  instead  of  the  words, 
f(3fr  theirs  is  the  kingdom  of  Heaven ;  there  was 
found  in  some  manuscripts,  for  they  shall  be 
perfect ;  and  in  others,  for  they  shall  have  a  place 
where  they  shall  not  be  persecuied.^^*  This  state- 
ment is  erroneous.     Clement  does  not  speak  of 


•  See  before,  p.  18. 
14 
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those  wbo  eorruptedj  but  of  those  who  para- 
phrased, the  Gospels;  nor  does  he  give  the 
words  alleged  by  him,  as  various  readings  in 
manuscripti*  of  the  Gospds,  QuotiDg  the  origi- 
nal text  incorrectl}^,  probably  from  memory,  in 
these  words, — "Blessed  are  they  who  are  per- 
secuted for  righteousness'  sake,  for  they  shall 
be  called  the  sons  of  God";*  he  adds,- — "Or  as 
some  who  have  paraphrased  the  Gospels  express 
it,  Blessed  are  they  who  are  persecuted  for 
righteousness'  sake,  for  they  shall  be  perfect; 
and,  Blessed  are  they  who  are  persecuted  for 
my  sake,  for  they  shall  attain  a  place  where 
they  shall  not  be  persecuted." f  It  is  of  par- 
aphrasts  or  scholiasts  that  the  passage  is  under- 
stood by  Eichhorn  himself^  when  writing  with- 
out a  view  to  his  peculiar  theory.  J  Clement 
expresses  fio  indignation  against  those  of  whom 
he  speaks,  as  he  would  have  done  if  they  had 
corrupted  the  Gospels,  On  the  contrary,  hh 
quoting  their  words  as  he  does  implies  a  cer- 
tain degree  of  approbation. 

•  The  wordi  ■!«  not,  aa  given  by  Eiehhoni,  Far  ihttirB  u  ih* 

kingdom  of  firtivin. 

Stfomat-     Lib,  IV,  5  (f,  p.  583. 
i  SMm-  in  d.  N.  T.    IIL  SSS. 
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It  is  remarkable,  that,  in  understanding  his 
words  as  proving  a  general  license  of  corruption 
during  his  time,  the  extraordinary  and  quite 
incredible  nature  of  the  inference  which  is  to 
be  drawn  from  them  has  not  been  adverted  to. 
If  his  words  were  thus  to  be  understood,  thej 
would  pove,  not  that  transcribers  made  addi- 
tions to  what  they  found  before  them,  or  occa- 
sionally omitted  or  corrupted  a  passage ;  but 
that  they  indulged  themselves  in  the  most  wan- 
ton alterations  of  the  plain  language  of  the 
Gospels.  There  are  few  passages  less  exposed 
to  intentional  corruption,  than  the  one  quoted 
by  Clement ;  and  if  this  were  made  to  assume 
three  such  different  forms  in  the  manuscripts 
which  he  had  seen,  and  if  these  changes 
afforded,  as  is  maintained,  a  specimen  of  the 
common  practice  of  transcribers,  it  would  fol- 
low, that  the  text  of  the  Gospels  had,  in  the 
time  of  Clement,  undergone  great  alterations, 
and  had  assumed  a  very  different  character  in 
different  manuscripts.  There  must  have  been, 
in  his  age,  an  astonishing  discordance  among 
different  copies  of  the  Gospels.  Some  must 
have  been  very  unlike  others,  in  their  modes 
of  expression,  as  well  as  in  their  contents. 
Bat  if  this  be  the  legitimate  conclusion  from 
the    meaning  which  has    bMn  put  upon  his 
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words,  it  is  only  necessary  to  state  it,  in  order 
to  show  that  that  meaning  must  be  false. 

SccH  are  the  main  arguments  in  support  of 
the  hypothesis  of  the  corruption  of  the  Gospels ; 
or,  in  other  words,  such  are  the  objections  to 
the  proposition,  that  they  remain  essentially  the 
same  as  they  were  origijially  composed.  The 
truth  of  this  proposition,  it  may  be  recollected, 
is  proved  by  various  considerations^  unconnected 
with  each  other.  It  appears  from  the  essential 
agreement  among  the  very  numerous  copies  of 
the  Gospels,  so  diverse  in  their  character,  and 
in  their  mode  of  derivation  from  the  original. 
This  agreement  among  different  copies  could 
not  have  existed,  unless  some  archetype  had 
been  faithfully  followed ;  and  this  archetype, 
it  has  been  shown,  could  have  been  no  other 
than  the  original  text.  It  appears  from  the  rev- 
erence in  which  the  Gospels  were  held  by  the 
early  Christians,  and  the  deep  sense  which 
they  had  of  the  impropriety  and  guilt  of  making 
any  alteration  in  those  writings-  It  appears 
from  the  historical  notices  respecting  their  text, 
which  are  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  supposi- 
tion of  its  having  suffered  essential  corruptions. 
And,  finally,  it  appears  from  the  internal  char* 
acter  of  the  books  themselves,  which  show  no 
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marks  of  gross,  intentional  interpolation;  but, 
on  the  contrary,  exhibit  a  consistency  of  style 
and  conception  irreconcilable  with  the  suppo- 
sition of  it. 

If,  then,  we  may  consider  the  proposition  as 
established,  that  the  Gospels  remain  essentially 
the  same  as  they  were  originally  composed, 
the  remaining  inquiry  is.  Whether  they  are  the 
works  of  those  to  whom  they  have  been  as- 
cribed« 


NOTE 

On  Aome  Opiuiaris  and  Arguments  of  Mickkom^  and  alhsr 
Gcrmajt  Theologiam, 

My  object  in  this  work  is,  not  to  show  in  detail  the  errors 
of  any  particular  hypotheais,  or  of  any  particular  writer ; 
but  to  exhibit  the  evidence  of  the  proposition,  that  the  Gos- 
pels, as  we  now  posses  them,  are  the  works  of  those  lo 
whom  they  have  been  ascribed.  But  in  order  to  maintain 
this  proposition  satiafactority,  it  is  necessary  to  Ixike  notice 
of  the  assertions  and  arguments  which  have  been  brought 
against  it.  Thus  I  have  adverted  in  what  precedes,  and 
shall  continue  to  do  8o  occasionally  in  what  follows,  to  the 
positions  involved  in  the  hypothesis  of  Elchhorn,  respecting 
the  time  when  the  Gospels  first  became  known  and  were 
generally  received  by  Christians,  the  circumstances  that 
produced  their  reception,  and  their  previous  history. 

But  if  one  had  no  other  purpose  than  to  overthrow  that 
hypothesis,  it  might  seem  sufficient  for  him  lo  say,  that  it  is 
contradicted  and  set  aside  by  Eichhorn  hiniself.  This  will 
appear  from  what  folio  wa- 
in the  second  edition  of  the  first  volume  of  his  Iniroduc- 
tion  to  the  New  Testament,  he  gives  an  additional  section 
(p*  S84»  seqq,)  on  **  The  Reception  of  the  Four  Gospels  for 
Use  in  the  Church."  He  begins  this  section  with  repre* 
sentations  similar  to  those  which  have  been  already  quoted 
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from  him.*  BefiMrring  to  the  and  of  the  ■eoond  oentury, 
he  states,  that  "^ This  age '^  — he  does  not  hero  say ''the 
Chinch  *^  —  ^  labored  zealously  and  simultaneously  to  rep- 
resent Mat^ew,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John  as  the  only  authen- 
tic biogmphers  of  Christ,  as  if  this  had  not  been  done 
before ;  and  an  earnest  effort  was  now  first  made  to  sup* 
press  the  other  gospels,  which  in  earlier  times  had  been 
abundantly  in  use.^^  According  to  him,  these  labors  and 
efibrts  soon  attained  success.  In  the  time  of  Origen, ''  our 
four  Ciospels  had  manifestly  triumphed  orer  those  before 
in  use,  in  all  the  principal  dirisions  of  the  Christian  world ; 
though,  from  the  want  of  any  account  of  the  conflict,  we 
are  unable  to  explain  how  their  success  was  obtained.*^ 

All  this  is  sufficiently  in  aocordance  with  what  he  had 
said  before.  But  after  a  single  sentence,  in  which  he 
merely  quotes  Theophihis,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Tertul* 
lian,  and  IreneBus  as  vouchers  for  the  general  reception  and 
extensive  spread  of  the  Gospels,  he  thus  proceeds :  — 

''The  period  immediately  before  the  controversies  re- 
specting the  heresy  of  the  Montanists,  and  the  time  of 
keeping  Easter,  (which  commenced  shortly  after  the  middle 
of  the  second  century),  that  is  to  say,  the  interval  between 
the  years  150  and  175,  appears  to  be  the  fittest  that  can  be 
assigned  for  the  silent  introduction  of  this  unanimity  of 
opbion  respecting  those  gospels  which  merited  a  preference 
above  others ;  provided  any  cause  can  be  pointed  out,  which 
might  facilitate  ouch  a  decision.  And  such  a  cause  existed. 
The  other  gospels  either  did  not  bear  the  name  of  any 
author,  or  the  individual  names  of  their  authors  were  not 
specified.  On  the  contrary,  our  fbur  Gospels  were  ascrib- 
ed, two  of  them  to  Apostles,  Biatthew  and  John,  and  two  te 

*  See  befare,  pp.  IS,  14. 
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apostolic  men,  worthy  of  all  credit.  Who,  therefore,  would 
not  prefer  ibese  to  all  others?  This  circumstance,  and  ihe 
Simplicity  of  their  contents,  recommended  them  generally  j 
and  so  forcibly  and  distinctly,  that^  without  any  consultation 
or  agreement,  men  were  led  to  give  them  the  preference. 
In  the  peaceable  times  of  the  Church,  before  a  spirit  of 
contradictioa  bad  been  excited  by  polemical  bttierness^  they 
were  thus  silently,  and  in  effect  generally,  preferred*  After^ 
wards,  disiinguished  writers  of  the  Chorch,  each  in  his  own 
way,  defended  the  choice  which  had  already  been  made." 

It  is  obvious  that  this  last  parage  is  wholly  irreconcilable 
with  what  immediately  precedes  it,  and  with  the  statements 
previously  made  by  Eichhorn  as  fundamental  positions  in 
his  hypothesia.  In  the  section  just  quoted  from,  he  first 
gives  us  to  understand,  that  in  the  time  of  Origen,  that  is, 
in  the  first  half  of  the  third  century,  our  present  Goepels 
bad  manifestly  triumphed  over  those  before  in  use ;  but  nol 
without  a  conflict.  He  had  previously  said,*  that  there  are 
no  traces  of  our  present  Gospels  before  the  end  of  the 
second  and  the  beginning  of  the  third  century.  About  tbftt 
time,  according  to  him,  "  the  Church,"  or  "  the  age,"  first 
labored  to  procure  their  general  reception,  and  to  suppress 
those  before  in  use. 

But  in  the  passage  last  quoted  he  supposes,  that  ^'  Ihe 
interval  between  the  years  150  and  175  is  the  fittest  that 
can  be  assigned  for  the  silent  introduction  of  a  unanimity  of 
opinion  "  concerning  the  four  Gospels,  All  notion  of  any 
conflict  between  them  and  other  gospels  is  put  aside.  They 
were  received  ^^  silently,'^*  "without  any  consultation  or 
agreemenl,"  "  in  peaceable  times,  before  a  spirit  of  coatro- 
versy  had  heen  excited,"     The  Church  did  not  labor  lo 

•  S^q  hehre,  p.  13, 


GENUINENESS  OP  THE  GOSPELS.  1 13 

procure  their  reception  about  the  end  of  the  second  or  the 
beginning  of  the  third  century.  On  the  contrary,  the  last 
year  assigned  for  the  period  during  which  they  were  brought 
into  common  use  is  the  year  175 ; — which  preceded  by  about 
ten  years  the  birth  of  Origen,  during  whose  time,  according 
to  Eichhom^s  first  statement,  they  finally  triumphed. 

We  have  here  an  example  of  the  looseness  and  incohe- 
rence of  thought  which  are  found  in  the  works  of  many 
modem  German  theologians.  Objects  are  so  indistinctly 
presented,  and  under  such  changeable  forms,  the  light  is  so 
thrown  here  and  there,  that  the  eye  is  dazzled  and  per-  ^ 
plexed  by  the  uncertain  show  and  glimmer.  The  only 
advantages  attending  this  mode  of  writing  are,  that  if  the 
reader  be  dissatisfied  with  one  opinion,  he  may  have  the 
choice  of  another ;  and  that  the  author,  if  driven  from  one 
assertion,  may  take  refuge  upon  another,  which  he  has 
equally  maintained. 

But  it  may  be  said,  that  this  self-contradiction  of  Eichhom 
should  not  be  insisted  upon  ;  that  it  is  a  mere  oversight,  an 
hallucination.  It  was  not,  however,  a  temporary  hallucina- 
tion. Several  years  after  the  appearance  of  what  I  have 
just  quoted,  that  is  in  1827,  the  last  year  of  his  life,  he 
published  the  fourth  and  fiflh  volumes  of  his  Introduction 
to  the  New  Testament ;  and  in  the  fourth  volume,  without 
retracting,  or  referring  to,  the  main  positions  of  his  hypoth- 
esis, he  contradicts  them  as  explicitly  as  in  the  passage 
that  has  been  quoted.  He  is  treating  of  the  collection  of 
the  books  of  the  New  Testament  into  two  volumes,  as  he 
supposes,  one  containing  the  Gospels  and  the  other  the 
Epistles. 

The  heretic  Marcion,  he  says,  began  to  spread  his  opin- 
ions in  the  West  between  the  years  140  and  150.     His 
gospel,  which  he  carried  with  him,  *^  was  strange  ^^  to  the 
16 
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Chrifldaiis  m  that  part  of  the  worid,  being  different  from 
those  in  use.  ^^  The  West  had  been  long  in  poasessiiMi  of 
separate  histories  of  Christ  Mark  and  Luke  appear,  in- 
deed, to  have  written  theirs  for  Italy,  and  those  of  Matthew 
and  John  had  each,  perhaps,  been  brought  by  Christians,  on 
their  travels,  fjrom  the  countries  for  which  diey  were  origi- 
nally designed."  ^^  Before  the  controversy  with  Marcion, 
there  are  traces  enough  of  the  existence  of  the  four  Gospels 
separately,  but  not  as  collected  into  one  volume."  ^^  This 
collection  was  probably  formed  in  the  commencement  of 
those  controversies."  ^^  Experience  had  sufficiently  taught 
the  orthodox  Church,  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century, 
how  necessary  it  was,  on  account  o£  the  controversies  with 
the  heretics,  to  define  the  writings  which  should  be  regarded 
as  sources  of  Christianity,  and  not  to  leave  this  to  the  judg- 
ment and  choice  of  Individ uab."  But  the  selection  of  these 
books  was  not  made  "  through  any  formal  decision  of  the 
Church  by  means  of  its  most  distinguished  teachers;  for 
this  could  not  have  been  done  privately;  but  through  a 
silent  general  agreement,  during  a  period  of  perfect  quiet  in 
die  Church,  when,  men^s  minds  not  being  excited  by  other 
causes,  none  were  inclined  to  set  themselves  against  the^ 
reception  of  any  writing  that  was  strange  to  them;  for, 
without  opposition,  and  in  perfect  ulence,  a  series  of  writ- 
ings, regarded  as  the  authentic  records  of  Christianity,  was 
unanimously  received  throughout  the  Christian  world  in  the 
East  and  in  the  West."  ♦ 

The  utter  inconsistency  of  this  account  with  the  state- 
ments in  the  first  volume  of  Eichhom^s  work  show  with 
how  little  consideration  the  h3rpothesis  there  developed  was 
adopted  by  him,  and  has  been  adopted  by  others.    That 

«  Einlekong,  IV.  38-31. 
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bypotheais,  however,  struck  its  roots  deep  m  the  theology 
of  Germany;  and  many  of&ets  have  sprung  up  firom  it 
There  is  no  other  in  which  propositions  tending  to  weaken 
men^s  &tth  in  the  genuineness  of  the  Grospels  are  so  elah- 
orately  and  plausibly  embodied.  It  has  essentially  afl^ted 
the  speculations  of  a  large  class  of  theologians,  particularly 
among  his  countrymen.  All  the  doubts  and  objections  on 
historical  grounds,  by  which  the  evidence  of  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  Gospels  has  of  late  years  been  assailed,  have 
been  connected  with  it  The  question  at  issue  is  a  very 
important  one.  Puttbg  aside  all  religious  considerations, 
the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels  is  a  subject  of  far  more 
curiosity  and  interest  than  that  of  any  work  of  classical 
antiquity.  But  what  should  we  think  of  a  critic  who  should 
assail  the  genuineness  of  any  ancient  classical  work  with 
such  unsteady  and  inconsistent  assertions  ? 

But  somethii^  still  remains  to  be  said.  One  is  placed 
in  an  extraordinary  position  who  is  arguing  against  the 
hypothesis  of  Eichhom  as  invalidating  the  proof  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  Gospels ;  for  Eichhom  himself  asserts 
and  defends  their  genuineness.  In  the  second  volume  of 
his  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  he  reasons  at  length 
to  prove  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospel  of  John  (pp.  223- 
254).  I  have  already  *  quoted  from  his  &rst  volume  one 
passage,  in  which  he  maintains  the  genuineness  of  all  the 
four  Gospels.  But  his  fourth  volume  presents  other  pas- 
sages more  remarkaUe.  In  die  flux  and  reflux  of  opinions 
on  which  his  h3rpothes]8  was  borne  up,  the  flow  was  in  his 
first  volume,  and  the  ebb  in  his  fourth. 

In  the  latter  volume  he  treats  of  the  formation  of  the 
canon  of  the  New  Testament     The  early  Christians,  ac- 

*  866  before,  p.  86. 
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cording  to  him,  proceeded  on  the  principle  of  admitting 
into  it  no  book  which  was  not  the  work  of  an  ApostJoi  or 
of  a  scholar  and  companion  of  the  Apostles  (p,  42)*  Ha 
gives  us  to  underatand,  that  as  regards  most  of  the  books 
which  compose  it,  "  critic  ism » in  the  perfection  to  which  it 
ha*  been  brought  in  our  age,  allien  itself  to  the  tradition  of 
the  Church,  and  confirms  its  judgment  upon  their  genuine* 
nem  as  apostolic  writings  "  (p.  67),  After  enumerating  and 
remarking  upon  several  which  be  rejects^  he  says :  — ^*  The 
remaining  writings ^^ — including  the  Gospels — ^"  which  the 
Church  has  received  into  the  canon  of  the  New  Testament 
appear,  after  the  strictest  critical  examination,  as  genume 
documents  of  the  Christian  religion  "  (p.  70).  The  title  of 
the  next  section  is,  *^  Confirmation  of  the  Tradition  concern- 
ing the  Antiquity  of  the  Writings  of  the  New  Testament ; 
or  Proofs  of  their  Genuineness.'*  These  proofs  are  derived 
from  their  correspondence  with  the  history  of  the  times, 
and  with  the  character  and  circumstances  of  those  to  whom 
they  are  ascribed.  And  the  next  section  (p,  89)  begins 
with  the  declamtion,  that  "  as  the  earliest  age  of  Christianity 
handed  down  genuine  writings  to  succeeding  Christians,  so 
they,  during  the  subsequent  period,  have  preserved  these 
writings  uncorrupted." 

All  this  being  asserted,  it  may  seem,  at  first  glance,  as 
if  it  were  useless  to  pursue  the  argument.  One  can  prove 
nothing  more  than  what  his  opponent,  if  he  so  regard  him, 
has  already  contended  for.  But  the  genuineness  of  the 
Goepels  is  a  subject  of  loo  serious  importance  for  its  proof 
to  be  suffered  to  rest  on  the  self-contradictions  of  a  German 
theologian. 

Indeed,  Eichhorn^s  assertiooa  of  the  genuineness  of  the 
Gospels  have  made  no  impression  on  the  theologians  of  his 
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ccmntry,  or  on  those  who  have  derived  their  opinions  from 
them.  De  Wette  (in  the  second  edition  of  his  Commentary 
on  the  Gospels,  published  in  1839)  says,  that  in  regard  to 
*^the  historical  criticism  of  the  Grospels^*  (the  meaning  of 
which  indefinite  words  we  may  deduce  from  their  connec- 
tion as  being  "  the  inquiry  how  far  the  history  in  the  Gos- 
pels is  true  or  false  ^'),  ^4f  it  be  not  too  early  for  the 
present  state  of  dieology,  it  is  too  early  for  the  state  of  my 
own  views  and  convictions,  to  solve  the  whole  problem  of 
the  criticism  of  the  evangelical  history;  and  I  would  not 
fall  into  the  error,  committed  by  most  of  the  oppoeers  of 
Dr.  Strauss,  of  putting  forward  over-hasty  and  immature 
thoughts."  The  inquiry  into  the  truth  of  the  evangelic 
history  is  primarily  connected,  he  says,  with  the  results  of 
criticism  concerning  the  sources  of  this  history,  that  is,  with 
the  inquiry  into  the  origin  and  genuineness  of  the  Grospels. 
But  in  respect  to  the  first  three  Gospels,  he  has  attained 
only  to  what  he  calls  the  negative  conclusion,  that  they  are 
founded  on  tradition;  and  with  regard  to  the  Gospel  of 
John  he  has  come  to  no  confident  decision.  ^^  It  would  be 
tolerably  easy,"  he  says,  ^^  to  solve  critically  the  problem  of 
the  Gospel-history,  if  the  apostolical  genuineness  and  cred- 
ibility of  that  Grospel  might  be  presupposed."  This  was 
done,  he  says,  by  the  most  free-minded  critics  before 
Strauss.  But  De  Wette  finds  himself  unable  to  answer 
satisfactorily  the  objections  of  Strauss  and  Weisse ;  he  finds 
no  sure  foothold  on  the  Gospel  of  John ;  and  '^  I  must, 
therefore,"  he  says,  ^*  reserve  many  things  which  depend 
on  the  question  of  its  genuineness  till  I  am  better  informed 
hereafter."* 
This  appears  in  a  work  printed  when  the  author  was 

*  Ex«getiMbe  Handbuch  hi  d.  N.  T.    Vol.  I.  P.  iii.  pp.  322, 223. 
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about  sixty  years  old,  after  he  had  spent  a  great  part  of  his 
life  in  the  exposition  of  his  opinions  concerning  religion  and 
Christianity.  It  is  part  of  a  dissertation  which  concludes 
a  commentary  on  the  Grospels.  If  one  is  struck  by  the 
modesty  of  the  writer  in  being  unwilling  at  his  age  to  put 
forward  over-hasty  and  immature  opinions  respecting  their 
credibility,  yet,  on  ^e  other  hand,  there  may  seem  some 
want  of  consideration  in  undertaking  to  expound  the  char- 
acter of  our  religion  without  any  fixed  opinions  concerning 
the  truth  or  falsehood  of  its  history. 

His  younger  contemporary,  Strauss,  to  whom  De  Wette 
refers,  has  settled  convictions  on  the  subject.  He  is  satis- 
fied that  the  Gospels  are  neither  genuine  nor  credible. 
He  holds,  at  the  same  time,  determinately,  a  correct  opinion 
respectmg  the  importance  of  the  question  of  their  genu- 
ineness. ^^  Certainly,^'  he  says,  ^^  it  would  be  of  decisive 
weight  to  establish  the  credibility  of  the  Bible-history,  were 
it  proved  that  it  was  written  by  eyewitnesses,  or  even  by 
contemporaries  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  events.^^  * 

But  such,  according  to  him,  was  not  the  case ;  and  he 
proceeds  to  discuss  the  historical  evidence  for  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  Gospels  in  a  dissertation  occupying  about  ten 
pages  (pp.  73-84)  of  the  more  than  fifteen  hundred  which 
compose  his  work.  Its  depth  is  not  disproportioned  to  its 
length ;  for  nothing  more  superficial  was  ever  put  forward 
by  a  writer  of  any  note  as  the  examination  of  an  important 
subject  But  he  considers  it  unnecessary  to  attend  to  the 
historical  evidence,  except  so  fiir  as  to  show,  that  it  does 
not  interfere  with  the  main  purpose  of  his  book,  which  is  to 
prove  directly  from  the  contents  of  the  Gospeb  that  they 
are  neither  credible  nor  genuine. 

*  Leben  Jesa,  i.  e.  Life  of  Jetus.    3d  Ed.  Vol.  I.  p.  73. 
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In  pursQuig  this  purpose,  his  argument  rests  on  two  fun- 
damental propositions.  One  of  these  he  states  explicitly, 
the  other  he  does  not  The  first  is,  that  ^^the  chain  of 
finite  causes  is  indissoluble,  and  that  a  miracle  is  impossi- 
ble.^** As  the  whole  history  recorded  in  the  Gospels  is 
miraculous  in  its  essential  character,  and  full  of  accounts 
of  particular  miracles,  this  principle  alone  is  sufficient  to 
determine  the  thoroughly  fabulous  character  of  those  writ- 
ings. But  Strauss,  not  content  with  this  clear  demonstra- 
tion, has  filled  a  great  part  of  his  work  widi  criticisms 
founded  on  his  second  principle,  which  may  be  thus  ex- 
plained: If  two  or  more  books  purport  to  be  written  by 
individuals  who  were  personally,  or  by  direct  information, 
well  acquainted  with  a  series  of  transactions,  and  if,  in 
professing  to  relate  the  same  events,  the  authors  of  those 
books  di^r  irreconcilably  in  some  one  or  more  of  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  them,  we  may  conclude  that  the 
events  never  occurred,  that  the  narratives  are  fabulous  (or 
^^  mythical  '*),  and  the  books  not  genuine.  He  labors,  there- 
fore, to  make  it  apparent  that  there  are  such  contradictions 
in  the  Gospels. 

If  a  critic  begin  with  putting  out  of  sight  the  fact,  that 
probably  there  were  never  two  original  histories  of  any 
considerable  length,  concerning  the  same  series  of  events, 
which  accorded  with  each  other  in  all  their  details,  his 
success  in  discovering  objections  to  the  credihility  of  books 
subjected  to  his  examination  may  be  proportioned  to  the 
rashness  of  his  judgment,  to  the  narrowness  of  his  views, 
and  to  his  deficiency  in  the  learning  and  sagacity  which 
might  enable  him  to  discern  the  explanation  of  what  he 
does  not  at  once  understand,  to  perceive  that  seeming 

*  Leben  Jesu,  I.  86.    Comp.  pp.  94  -  96, 116. 
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ore  often  not  real^  or  not  itnportant,  difficulties,  and  to 
come  to  the  conviction,  that  a  narrative  may  be  essentially 
true  in  which  there  are  errors.  Exceptipg  the  objections 
of  Strauss  lo  every  thing  miraculous  in  the  history  of 
our  Lord^  the  striking  out  of  which,  as  he  himself  rec- 
ognizes, leaver  but  a  scanty  and  uncertain  basis  of  Inie 
history,  ihe  criticisms  In  his  work  are  directed  rather 
against  the  doctrine  that  ihe  Gospels  were  written  by 
miraculous  inspiration,  than  against  their  credibility*  But 
hia  volumes  are  not  without  their  value*  They  present  a 
collection^  from  various  authors,  of  difHcnlties  in  the  hisLary 
contained  in  the  Gospels,  lo  which  their  expositor  should 
particularly  direct  his  attention,  and  by  the  examination  of 
which  new  light  may  be  thrown  on  their  narrative. 

When  Strau^^s  book  appeared,  German  theology  wae 
becoming  sear  and  yellow.  But,  though  infidelity  was  pre- 
dominant, the  new  form  of  mfidelity  brought  forward  by 
him  caused  a  shaking  among  the  dry  branches,  and  reviews, 
pamphlets,  and  books  were  showered  upon  him,  like  au* 
tumnal  leaves.  1  do  not  know  whether  in  any  of  these 
answers  there  is  a  solid  confutation  of  his  two  fundamenlnl 
principles* 


Ifi  what  precedes  in  this  note,  I  have  brought  together 
statements  which  stood  apart  in  the  original  edition  of  this 
¥olumc,  and  connected  them  with  some  additional  remarks* 
Upon  resuming  in  the  text  the  argument  for  the  genuinen^s 
of  the  Gospels,  we  shall — except  in  relation  lo  the  proof 
afforded  by  Justin  Marly  r  —  have  little  occasion  or  op  port  a* 
nity  to  advert  to  the  errors^  or  opposite  opinions,  of  other 
writers.  The  facts  to  he  stated  in  evidence  are  undisputed  ; 
and  of  the  reasoning  upon  those  fads  every  one  can  judge 
for  himself. 


J 


GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS.         121 

But  in  order  fullj  to  disembarrass  the  subject  on  which 
we  are  about  to  enter  from  all  objections  except  diose  made 
to  the  testimony  of  Justin,  there  are  two  topics  which  it 
may  be  well  to  take  notice  of  here;  especially  as  the 
argument  respecting  them  lies  withm  a  narrow  compass, 
and  in  treating  the  first  of  them  we  must  recur  to  the  con- 
clusion which  it  has  been  my  purpose  to  establish  in  the 
preceding  part  of  this  work. 

The  first  is  the  testimony  of  Papias  to  the  authorship 
of  the  Gospels  of  Bifatthew  and  Mark.  I  have  already 
adverted  to  it,*  and  shall  produce  it  at  length  hereafter. 
Schleiermacher,t  Strauss,  and  others  have  attempted  to 
invalidate  it 

As  there  is  no  question  that  Papias,  in  the  frst  quarter 
of  the  second  century^  ascribed  certain  books  concerning 
the  history  of  Christ  to  Matthew  and  Mark,  the  only  ground 
to  be  taken  by  those  who  would  reject  his  testimony,  and 
that,  consequently,  which  has  been  taken,  is,  to  contend  that 
they  were  not  the  same  books  as  the  Grospels  ascribed  to 
Matthew  and  Mark  in  the  last  quarter  of  that  century. 

But,  as  I  have  said,  the  argument  on  this  subject  lies 
within  a  narrow  compass.  The  proposition  asserted  must 
involve  one  of  two  conjectures.  One  supposition  may  be, 
that  the  books  mentioned  by  Papias  as  the  works  of  Mat- 
thew and  Mark  served  respectively  as  the  bases  of  the 
Gospels  shortly  after  ascribed  to  them,  and  were  converted 
into  those  Grospels  by  a  gradual  change.     But,  if  the  rea- 

*  See  before,  pp.  69,  60. 

t  Id  a  dinertatioo  **  Upon  the  TeitimoDy  of  Papias  concemiDg  our 
fint  two  Goepels,*'  first  published  (in  1832)  in  the  journal  entitled 
^  Theologische  Studien  and  Kritiken,"  and  reprinted  in  the  second 
Tohune  of  his  Works. 
16 
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soning  in  the  precediDg  part  of  this  work  be  valid,  it  has 
been  made  evident,  that  the  Gospels  were  not  formed  by 
any  such  process,  but  remain  the  same  works  as  they  were 
originally  composed. 

The  other  supposition  may  be,  that  the  Crospels  ascribed 
to  Matthew  and  Mark  were  originally  difierent  books  from 
those  spoken  of  by  Papias ;  that  they  were  spurious  hoaka 
(for  if  it  be  admitted  that  they  were  genuine,  all  discussion 
is  at  an  end) ;  but  that,  in  the  interval  between  the  first  and 
last  quarter  of  the  second  century,  they  were  quietly  re- 
ceived throughout  the  Christian  community,  displacing  the 
genuine  works  of  Matthew  and  Mark,  and  causing  them  to 
be  utterly  neglected  and  forgotten.  It  is  impossible  to  offer 
any  confutation  of  this  supposition  which  may  render  it 
more  incredible  than  it  appears  at  first  view. 

It  has  also  been  common  to  slight  the  testimony  of  Papias, 
on  the  ground  that  Eusebius  says  he  was  a  man  of  very 
small  mind.  Referring  to  this,  Schleiermacher  says,  ^^I 
have  always  been  sorry  when  I  have  found  this  testimony 
dealt  with  in  a  certain  disparaging  manner"; — though  he 
himself  endeavours  to  set  it  aside  by  the  supposition,  that 
Papias  spoke  of  other  books  than  the  Gospels  of  Matthew 
and  Mark.  The  opinion  of  Eusebius  may  have  been  cor- 
rect ;  but  those  who  have  adduced  it  as  having  any  bearing 
on  the  case  in  hand  must  have  neglected  to  attend  to  the 
fact,  that  weakness  of  intellect  does  not  enable  one  to  speak 
of  books  as  existing  which  are  not  in  existence. 

Thb  other  topic  to  which  I  have  referred  b  the  attestation 
which  Luke  himself  furnishes  to  the  genuineness  of  his 
Gospel  in  the  beginning  of  his  Acts  of  the  Apostles. 

That  the  author  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  was  the 
author  of  the  Grospel  is  admitted.  But  it  is  contended  that 
he  was  not  Luke,  the  companion  of  St.  Paul. 
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That  he  was  the  companion  of  the  Apostle  cannot,  it  is 
nud,  be  proved  from  the  frequent  use  of  the  pronoun  "we'* 
in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  That  book,  it  is  said,  is  a 
compilation,  and  its  author,  wherever  this  pronoun  occurs, 
made  use  of  a  narrative  written  by  Timothy ;  and  retained 
the  pronoun  as  he  found  it  in  that  document.  There  is  a 
difficulty  in  this  solution,  arising  from  the  first  five  verses 
of  the  twentieth  chapter  of  the  Acts,  where  Timothy  ap- 
pears to  be  separated  from  those  who  are  designated  by 
the  pronoun  "  we."  But  this  difiiculty  is  easily  got  over. 
The  circumstance,  that  the  author  of  the  Acts  did  retain 
the  pronoun  "we,**  in  using  the  document  of  Timothy, 
presents  another  difficulty.  Ulrich,  the  most  elaborate  de- 
fender of  the  hypothesis  in  question,*  acknowledges  that 
no  solution  of  it  fully  satisfies  him  ;  but  he  considers  it  "  a 
difficulty  of  subordinate  importance,'*  "a  problem  which 
may  be  left  for  the  exercise  of  ingenuity." 

The  positive  arguments  brought  in  proof  of  this  supposi- 
tion I  might  endeavour  to  state  and  answer,  if  I  could 
persuade  m3rself  that  I  should  have  any  intelligent  reader 
who  would  not  regard  me  as  wasting  his  time  and  my  own. 

"It  is  difficult,"  says  Strauss, t  "  to  reconcile  many  of  the 
narratives  concerning  Paul  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  some 
vacillating,  some  marvellous,  and  others  contradictory  to 
what  is  found  in  the  genuine  Epistles  of  that  Apostle,  with 
the  supposition  that  the  author  of  the  book  was  his  com- 
panion." But  Strauss,  not  insisting  upon  the  supposition, 
that  the  book  was  not  written  by  a  companion  of  Paul, 
suggests  that,  if  it  were  so,  the  author  wrote  both  the 


*  In  two  dMsertadons  in  the  "  Tbeologiflche  Stadien  and  Kriti- 
ken  '* ;  in  No.  2,  for  1837,  and  No.  4,  for  1840. 
t  Leben  Jeta,  I.  79, 80. 
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Acts  and  his  Gospel  when  he  was  no  longer  under  the 
influence  of  the  Apostle,  and  readily  received  the  manrels 
with  which  tradition  furnished  him. 

De  Wette  says,  that  it  is  with  him  ^^  a  settled  conviction 
that  the  GospeP^ — that  is,  the  Gospel  of  Luke,  or  the 
Gospel  ascribed  to  Luke  — "  was  written  after  the  destruc- 
tion of  Jerusalem/^  *  I  will  give  at  length  all  the  argu- 
ments which  he  adduces  for  this  conviction.t  ^^  This  Gros- 
pel,^*  he  says,  ^^  was  composed  at  a  pretty  late  period ;  for 
it  supposes  the  existence  of  many  preceding  works  on  the 
history  of  Christ  (ch.  i.  1.),  and  the  destruction  of  Jerusa- 
lem.^* His  proof  that  it  supposes  that  the  latter  event  had 
taken  place  is  this :  ^^  Luke,'*  in  the  prophecy  contained  in 
his  twenty-first  chapter,  ^^  disconnects  the  coming  of  Christ 
from  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  indicates  this  more 
distinctly  than  Matthew.'*  In  making  ^e  first  remark,  he 
may  seem  to  have  overlooked  the  twenty-seventh  verse  of 
the  chapter  referred  to  :  Then  will  they  see  the  Son  of  Man 
coming  in  a  cloud  with  power  and  great  glory.  But  De 
Wette  has  not  only  an  explanation  for  this  passage  (p.  228 
of  his  Commentary  on  Matthew) ;  he  has  still  another  ar- 
gument :  "  Luke  also  assigns  an  earlier  time  to  the  perse- 
cution of  the  Christians  than  Matthew." 

Matthew,  after  giving  the  prediction  of  our  Lord  respect- 
ing the  wars  and  rumors  of  wars  which  were  coming, 
represents  him  as  saying  (ch.  xxiv.  9):  ^^  TAen** — mean- 
ing not  "  afterwards,"  but  "  during  that  time  "  —  "  will  they 
deliver  you  up  to  affliction,  and  put  you  to  death."  After  a 
similar  prediction  of  wars  and  commotions  in  Luke,  follow 


*  Kurze  Erklftning  der  Apostelgeschichte,  i.  e.  Brief  ExposHioii  of 
the  Acts  of  the  Apottles,  p.  6.  2d  Ed. 

t  In  his  Introduction  to  the  N.  T.  (in  German),  p.  184.  9d  Ed. 
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the  words  (ch.  xxi.  12) :  ^^  But  lefore  all  these  things  they 
will  lay  hands  on  you  and  persecute  you."  This  is  an 
example  of  the  discrepancies  which  have  heen  sought  out 
m  the  Grospels.  But  its  bearing  on  the  question  when  Luke 
wrote  his  Grospel  is  not  apparent 

We  may  be  led,  therefore,  to  turn  for  explanation  to  De 
Wette^s  Commentary  *  on  the  Grospels ;  and  there,  on  the 
passage  in  Luke,  is  the  following  note  :  — ''  That  Luke,  in 
contradiction  to  Matthew,  assigns  an  earlier  date  for  the 
persecutions  of  the  Christians,  namely,  hefore  those  wars 
and  tumults,  betrays  the  fact  that,  at  the  time  when  he 
wrote,  those,  indeed,  but  not  these,  had  taken  place."  This 
is  all  which  he  remarks.  The  reference  of  "  those "  and 
^<  these  "  in  the  last  clause  is  equally  ambiguous  in  the  orig- 
inal, as  in  a  translation.  But  whichever  reference  may  be 
adopted,  it  is  obvious  that  the  passage  is  equally  vtrithout 
coherent  meaning,  upon  the  supposition  that  Luke  wrote 
after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Nor  can  I  conjecture 
what  meaning  the  writer  thought  himself  to  be  expressing, 
or  what  argument  he  supposed  himself  to  have  found  to 
prove  that  Luke^s  Grospel  was  written  after  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem. 

.  One  cannot  help  feeling  some  reluctance  to  reporting 
such  opinions  and  arguments  as  I  have  remarked  upon  in 
this  note,  a  reluctance  arising  partly  from  their  intrinsic  char- 
acter, and  partly  from  an  apprehension  that  there  may  be 
readers  who  will  doubt  whether  they  are  reported  correctly. 
Should  such  a  doubt  arise,  it  may  be  removed  by  a  wider 
acquaintance  with  a  large  class  of  German  theologians  and 
critics,  who  speculate  and  reason  in  a  similar  manner. 

*  Karze  ErkUlrang  d.  Ev v.  d.  Lukas  u.  Marcos. 


126        GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS. 

The  books  I  have  quoted  will  not  be  read  aAer  the  pres- 
ent generation  has  passed  away ;  and  the  opinions  I  haye 
observed  upon  will  soon  cease  to  attract  notice,  except  from 
the  student  of  the  history  of  theology.  Such  being  the 
case,  the  present  note  may  appear  an  unnecessary  digres- 
sion. But  it  seemed  due  to  Eichhom  to  state  the  fact,  that 
he  was  a  defender  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels ;  and 
to  show  that  he  had  very  fully  contradicted  his  own  hypoth- 
esis, that  they  were  introduced  into  common  use  by  the 
authority  of  the  Church  about  the  end  of  the  second  cen- 
tury. It  was  desirable,  likewise,  before  entering  on  the 
proof  that  the  Grospels  have  been  ascribed  to  their  true 
audiors,  to  give  some  account  of  the  exceptions  which  have 
been  taken  to  it,  especially  as  it  could  be  done  in  so  few 
words.  And  this  note,  in  connection  with  the  First  Pfeurt  of 
this  work,  may  afford  a  general  view  of  the  present  state  of 
the  whole  controversy  against  the  genuineness  of  the  Gros- 
pels.—iVbte  to  2d  Edition^  1846. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

EVIDENCE  FROM  THE  GENERAL  RECEPTION  OF  THE  GOSPELS 
AS  GENUINE  AMONG  CHRISTIANS  DURING  THE  LAST  QUAR- 
TER OP  THE  SECOND  CENTURY. 

Having  shown  that  the  Gospels  have  been 
transmitted  to  us  as  they  were  first  written,  I 
shall,  in  what  follows,  adduce  evidence  of  the 
fact,  that  they  have  been  ascribed  to  theur  true 
authors. 

The  proof  which  may  be  first  stated  is,  that 
they  were  regarded  with  the  highest  reverence, 
as  genuine  and  sacred  books,  by  the  great  body 
of  Christians  during  the  last  quarter  of  the  sec- 
ond century. 

There  is  little  or  no  dispute  about  the  truth 
of  this  proposition,  and  I  might,  perhaps,  as- 
sume it  as  established,  and  proceed  to  reason 
upon  it ;  but  it  may  be  better  to  bring  forward 
some  of  the  evidence  on  which  it  rests.     I  have 

17 
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had  occasion  already  to  quote,  or  allude  to,  a 
part  of  it  ;*  and  shall  endeavour,  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, to  avoid  repetition.  The  passages  before 
given  must  be  viewed  in  connection  with  those 
here  alleged. 

Owe  of  the  earliest  Christian  writers,  whose 
works  have  come  down  to  us,  is  Irena^us.  The 
exact  time  of  his  birth  is  uncertain ;  but  he  was 
Imrn  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century,  and 
but  just  survived  its  close.  Let  us  see,  then, 
what  may  be  inferred  from  his  writings  con- 
cerning the  common  belief  of  Christians  during 
his  lifetime-  Beside  a  few  fragments  of  other 
writings,  there  is  only  one  of  his  works  which 
remains  to  us,  his  treatise  Against  Heretics,  a 
name  w^hich,  in  liis  time,  was  limited  in  its  ap- 
plication to  the  different  sects  of  Gnostics,  and 
the  Ebionites.  It  was  in  the  name  of  the  great 
body  of  catholic  believers,  and  in  defence  of 
their  opinions,  that  Irenaeus  wrote.  The  first 
sentence  of  the  following  passage  has  been  al- 
ready quoted- 

"We,^'  says  Irenseus,  *'have  not  received  the 
knowledge  of  the  way  of  our  salvation  by  any 
others   than   those    through  whom   the    Gospel 

*  See  belbre,  pp.  60-- AT. 
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has  coine  down  to  us ;  which  Gospel  they  first 
preached,  and  afterwards,  by  the  will  of  God, 
transmitted  to  us  in  writing,  that  it  might  be 
the  foundation  and  pillar  of  our  faith.'' — "For 
after  our  Lord  had  risen  from  the  dead,  and 
they  [the  Apostles j  were  clothed  with  the  power 
of  the  Holy  Spirit  descending  upon  them  from 
on  high,  were  filled  with  all  gifts,  and  pos- 
sessed perfect  knowledge,  they  went  forth  to 
the  ends  of  the  earth,  spreading  the  glad  tidings 
of  those  blessings  which  God  has  conferred  upon 
us,  and  announcing  peace  from  heaven  to  men  ; 
having  all,  and  every  one  alike,  the  Gospel  of 
God.  Matthew  among  the  Hebrews  puUished 
a  Gospel  in  their  own  language;  while  Peter 
and  Paul  were  preaching  the  Gospel  at  Rome, 
and  founding  a  church  there.  And  after  their 
departure  [death],  Mark,  the  disciple  and  in- 
terpreter of  Peter,  himself  delivered  to  us  in 
writing  what  Peter  had  preached;  and  Luke, 
the  companion  of  Paul,  recorded  the  Gospel 
preached  by  him.  Afterwards  John,  the  dis- 
ciple of  the  Lord,  who  leaned  upon  his  breast, 
likewise  puMished  a  Gospel,  while  he  dwelt 
at  Ephesus  in  Asia.  And  all  these  have 
taught  us,  that  there  is  one  God,  the  maker  of 
heaven  and  earth,  announced  by  the  Law  and 
the  Prophets,  and  one  Christ,  the  Son  of  God. 
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And  he  who  does  not  assent  to  them  despises 
indeed  those  who  knew  the  mind  of  the  Lord; 
but  he  despises  also  Christ  himself,  the  Lord, 
and  he  despises  likewise  the  Father^  and  is 
self-condemned,  resisting  and  opposing  his  owni 
salvation  ;  and  this  all  heretics  do-"* 

In  this  passage,  it  may  be  observed  that  Ire- 
neeus,  in  defending  the  Christian  doctrine,  Fests 
it  upon  the  authority  of  the  Gosjiels ;  that  he 
even  does  this  without  mentioning  the  other 
books  of  the  New  Testament;  that  he  consid- 
ers the  former  as  having  been  composed,  that 
they  might  be  the  foundation  and  pillar  of  the 
faith  of  Cliristians;  and  that  he  assigns  them, 
without  doubt  or  hesitation,  to  the  authors  by 
whom  we  believe  them  to  have  been  written- 
The  following  passage  is  to  the  same  efiect 

**Nor  can  there  be  more  or  fewer  Gospels 
than  these.  For  as  tliere  are  four  regions  of 
the  world  in  which  we  live,  and  four  cardinal 
winds,  and  the  Church  is  spread  over  all  the 
eartli,  and  the  Gospel  is  the  pillar  and  support 
of  the  Church,  and  the  breath  of  life ;  in  like 
manner  is  it  fit  that  it  should  have  four  pillars, 
breathing  on  all  sides  incormption,  and  refresh- 
iiig  mankind.     Whence  it  is  manifest^  that  the 

•  Conlra  H»i^.    lib.  m*  c.  I.  pp.  173,  174. 
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Logos,  the  former  of  aU  things,  who  sits  upon 
the  cherubim,  and  holds  together  all  things, 
having  appeared  to  men,  has  given  us  a  Gospel, 
fourfold  in  its  form,  but  held  together  by  one 
spirit."  —  "The  Gospel  according  to  John  de- 
clares his  princely,  complete,*  and  glorious  gen- 
eration from  the  Father,  saying,  *  In  the  begin- 
ning was  the  Logos,  and  the  Logos  was  with 
God,  and  the  Logos  was  God ;  all  things  were 
made  by  him,  and  without  him  was  nothing 
made.' ''  — "  The  Gospel  according  to  Luke, 
being  of  a  priestly  character,  begins  with  Zach- 
arias,  the  priest,  offering  incense  to  God."  — 
"  Matthew  proclaims  his  human  generation,  say- 
ing, *The  genealogy  of  Jesus  Christ,  the  son 
of  David,  the  son  of  Abraham.'"  —  "Mark 
begins  with  the  prophetic  Spirit,  which  came 
down  from  above  to  men,  saying,  *  The  begin- 
ning of  the  Gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.  As  it  is 
written  in  Isaiah  the  prophet.'  "t 

Here  again  the  same  remarks  may  be  made 
as  before.  The  Gospels  are  expressly  assigned 
to  the  authors  to  whom  we  ascribe  them ;  and 
they  are  spoken  of  as  the  four  pillars  of  the 

*  EffiaAUem; — the  meaning  of  this  word,  as  applied  to  gen- 
eration, is  explained,  Lib.  11.  c.  17.  $  2.  p.  138,  where  see  also 
Massaet's  note. 

t  Contra  Hsres.    Lib.  m.  c.  11.  ^  8.  pp.  100,  101. 
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church,  breathing  on  all  sides  incorruption,  and 
refreshing  mankind.  The  figure  has  heen  ridi- 
culed ;  but  the  meaning  is  sufficiently  clear^  and 
the  want  of  metaphorical  elegance  does  not 
a  fleet  the  present  argument.* 

I  pass  over  other  passageSj  to  be  foimd  in 
Lardner,  in  which  Irenaeus  speaks  of  tJie  Gos- 
pels, referring  them  to  their  authors,  and  re- 
marking generally  upon  their  character  and 
contents.  The  passages  cited  by  him  from 
the  Gospels,  many  of  which  are  cited  more 
than  once,  may  be  found  collected  in  Massuel's 
edition  of  his  works.  They  fill  about  elereii 
closely  printed  folio  columns;  while  the  pas- 
sages cited  from  all  the  Old  Testament  fill 
about  fifteen  such  columns.  He  appeals  to  the 
Gos[jels  continually;  and  quotes  them  as  un- 
doubted authority  for  the  faith  of  the  great  body 
of  Christians^  with  the  same  confidence  which 
might  be  felt  by  any  writer  of  the  present  day. 
They  were  books  in  general  circulation  and 
commonly  studied.     The  Gnostics,  he  informs 


*  It  may  be  observed,  howeirer,  that  Irenaeus  is,  in  genemT, 
aot  deficient  b  propriety  or  fprce  of  cxprf-ssion.  His  style  is 
penpicuoua,  and  hia  tignree  ax^  Bometimes  appodte  and  striking. 
The  phraseology  of  the  old  Latin  tranaktion,  in  which  algne  Qm 
(jreftler  part  of  his  work  is  extant,  is  literal  and  bajrbaroua ;  hiit 
the  characiet  of  the  urigitml  appeafs  thraugh  it. 
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US,  delighted  in  curious  and  difficult  questions, 
and  made  particular  use  of  the  parables  and  ob- 
scurer parts  of  Scripture  to  defend  their  errors. 
^^  But  a  man  of  sound  and  safe  understanding," 
he  says,  "considerate,  and  a  lover  of  truth, 
will  giye  his  earnest  attention  to  those  things 
which  God  has  put  in  the  power  of  man,  and 
enabled  him  to  understand ;  he  will  make  pro* 
ficiency  in  their  study,  through  daily  exercise 
rendering  the  acquisition  of  knowledge  easy. 
The  things  which  I  speak  of  are  those  which 
are  obvious  to  our  view,  and  whatever  are 
clearly  and  without  ambiguity,  in  express  words, 
declared  in  the  divine  Scriptures."*  As  re- 
spects the  unity  and  works  of  God,  "All  the 
Scriptures,"  he  says,  "  both  Prophecies  and  Gros- 
pels,  are  clear,  and  without  ambiguity,  and  may 
be  heard  in  like  manner  by  all,  though  all  do 
not  believe."  t 

Such  is  the  information  afforded  by  Irenaeus 
concerning  the  general  reception  of  the  Gospels 
in  his  time.  He  had  spent  some  portion  of  the 
earlier  part  of  his  life  in  Asia ;  but  was,  at  the 
time  when  he  wrote,  bishop  of  Lyons,  in  Gaul. 

From  Gaul  we  will  return  to  Asia.     The- 

•  Lib.  n.  c.  27.  §  1.  p.  166.  f  I^i^-  §  ^- 
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ophilus,  whom  I  shall  next  quote,  was  bishop 
of  Antioch  before  the  year  170,  and  died  before 
the  end  of  the  second  century.  Of  his  writings, 
we  have  remaining  only  one  work,  containing 
an  account  and  defence  of  Christianity,  address- 
ed to  Autolycus,  a  heathen.  After  some  men- 
tion of  the  Jewish  Law  and  Prophets,  he  has 
this  passage: — "Concerning  the  righteousness 
of  which  the  Law  speaks,  the  like  things  are  to 
be  found  also  in  the  Prophets  and  Gospels; 
because  they  all  spoke  by  the  inspiration  of  one 
spirit  of  God."  *  The  estimation  in  which  the 
Gospels  were  held  by  Christians  appears  as 
well  in  the  passage  just  quoted,  as  in  the 
following.  ^  "  These  things,"  says  Theophilus, 
"the  Holy  Scriptures  teach  us,  and  all  who 
were  moved  by  the  Spirit ;  among  whom  John 
says,  ^In  the  beginning  was  the  Logos,  and 
the  Logos  was  with  God.'"t  Having  quoted 
a  passage  from  the  Old  Testament  (Proverbs 
iv.  25,  26),  which  he  interprets  as  a  precept 
of  chastity,  he  says,  "But  the  Evangelic  voice 
teaches  purity  yet  more  imperatively,"  and  then 
quotes  Matthew  v.  28  and  32,  in  proof  of  his 
assertion.^  A  little  after  he  quotes  several  pre- 
cepts from   the  Gospel  of  Matthew  and  from 

•  Lib.  m.  §  12.  t  Li*>-  n.  §  22.  J  lib.  m.  §  13. 


GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS.  137 

St  Paul,  introducing  those  taken  from  Matthew 
with  the  expression,  "  The  Gospel  says."  * 

From  Antioch  we  pass  to  Carthage.  Here 
Tertullian  was  bom,  and  here  he  appears  prin- 
cipally to  have  resided.  The  dates  of  his  birth 
and  death  are  both  uncertain ;  but  he  became 
distinguished  as  a  writer  about  the  close  of  the 
second  century.  No  evidence  can  be  more  full 
and  satisfactory,  than  that  which  he  afibrds  of 
the  general  reception  of  the  Gospels,  and  of 
their  authority  as  the  foundation  of  the  Chris- 
tian faith.  He  ascribes  them  without  hesitation 
to  the  authors  by  whom  we  believe  them  to 
have  been  written ;  and  he  rests  the  proof  of 
their  genuineness  upon  unbroken  tradition  in 
the  churches  founded  by  the  Apostles.  There 
is  not  a  chapter  in  the  Gospels  of  Matthew, 
Luke,  and  John,  from  which  he  does  not  quote ; 
and  from  most  of  them  his  quotations  are  nu- 
merous. "We  lay  it  down,"  says  Tertullian, 
"in  the  first  place,  that  the  Evangelic  Docu- 
ment f  had  for  its  authors  Apostles,  to  whom 


•  Ibid.  §  14. 

t  Evangdicum  instrumetUum ; — *'  instnunenttun  "  is  here  used, 
&B  it  is  oflen  by  TertuUian,  in  a  metaphorical  sense,  derived  from 
its  technical  meaning,  as  signifying  a  legal  instmment  which  may 
be  produced  in  evidence. 
18 
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this  office  of  promulgating  the  Gospel  was  as* 
signed  by  our  Liord  himself.  And  if  some  of 
them  were  companions  of  Apostles,  yet  they  did 
not  stand  alone,  but  were  connected  with  and 
guided  by  Apostles.'*  "Among  the  Apostles, 
John  and  Matthew  form  the  faith  within  us. 
Among  the  companions  of  the  Apostles,  Luke 
and  Mark  renovate  it."  *  The  Gospels  are  al- 
ways appealed  to  by  him  as  decisive  authmty 
for  the  faith  of  Christians.  The  Evangelists 
and  Apostles  are  placed  by  him,  as  they  are 
by  IrensBUs  and  Theophilus,  in  the  same  rank 
with  the  Jewish  Prophets.  In  his  time,  the 
Scriptures,  among  which  the  Gospels  held  the 
first  place,  were  publicly  read,  as  at  the  present 
day,  in  the  assemblies  of  Christians.  "We 
come  together,"  he  says,  "  to  bring  to  mind  the 
divine  Scriptures ;  for  the  purpose  of  warning 
or  admonition,  if  the  state  of  the  times  require 
it.  Certainly,  we  nourish  our  faith,  raise  our 
hopes,  and  confirm  our  trust  by  the  sacred 
words."  t  The  Christian  Scriptures  were  ac- 
cessiUe  to  all.  In  one  of  his  writings,  a  de- 
fence of  Christians  addressed  to  heathens,  he 
says :  —  "  Examine  the  words  of  God,  our  liter- 


*  XdyetB,  Maioieiiem.    Li^.  IV.  ^  S.  p.  414. 
t  Apologet.  $  39.  p.  31. 
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ature,  which  we  are  far  from  concealing,  and 
which  many  accidents  throw  in  the  way  of  those 
who  are  not  of  our  number."  *  He  then  quotes 
two  passages  from  these  Scriptures,  one  from 
the  Gospels,  and  another  from  the  Epistles,  in 
evidence  of  what  Christians  believed  to  be  their 
duty  in  regard  to  civil  government. 

In  defending  the  genuine  Gospel  of  Luke 
against  the  mutilated  gospel  used  by  Marcion, 
Tertullian  has  the  following  passage,  a  part  of 
which  has  been  already  quoted.  "  To  give  the 
sum  of  all,  if  it  be  certain,  that  that  is .  most 
genuine  which  is  most  ancient,  that  most  an- 
cient which  has  been  from  the  beginning,  and 
that  from  the  beginning  which  was  from  the 
Apostles ;  so  it  is  equally  certain,  that  thcU  waa 
delivered  by  the  Apostles  which  has  been  held 
sacred  in  the  churches  of  the  Apostles.''  He 
then  enumerates  various  churches  founded  by 
Apostles,  which  were  still  flourishing,  and  pro- 
ceeds:— "  I  affirm,  then,  that  in  those  churches, 
and  not  in  those  only  which  were  founded  by 
Apostles,  but  in  all  which  have  fellowship  with 
them,  that  Gospel  of  Luke  which  we  so  stead- 
fastly defend  has  been  received  from  its  first 
publication."    "  The  same  authority,"  he  adds, 

•  Ibid.  §  31.  p.  fi7. 
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"  of  the  apostolic  churches  will  support  the  other 
Gospelsj  which,  in  like  manner,  we  have  from 
them,  coaforraably  to  their  copies,"* 

We  will  pass  from  Carthage  to  Alexandria, 
the  rcBidence  of  Clement.  Here  was  a  cele- 
brated school  for  the  instruction  of  Christians, 
foundedj  probably,  early  in  the  second  century; 
of  which  Clement  was,  in  his  time,  the  prin- 
cipal master.  He  was  eminent  during  the  latter 
part  of  the  second,  and  the  beginning  of  the 
third  century. 

In  the  evidence  which  Clement  affords  of 
the  general  reception  of  the  Gospels,  as  sacred 
hooks,  there  is  nothing  of  a  peculiar  character. 
It  is  similar  to  that  already  adduced  from  Ire- 
naeus  and  Tertullian*  His  very  numerous  quota- 
tions from  the  Gospels  in  his  extant  works  are, 
at  tlic  present  day,  an  imiM>rtant  tneans  of  set- 
tling their  true  text.  In  one  passage,  he  pro- 
poseSf  after  showing  that  *Uhe  Scriptures  which 
we  [Christians]  have  believed  are  confirmed  by 
the  aulhoFity  of  the  Omnipotent,"  "to  eviiice 
from  them,  in  opposition  to  all  heretics,  that  there 
is  one  God  and  Almighty  Lord,  clearly  proclaimed 
by  the  Law  and  the  Prophets,  and  together  with 

*  Ad?efs.  Mardonam.     lib.  IV.  $  5*  pp.  ILS,  ild. 
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them  by  the  blessed  Gospel.''*  This  affords  a 
specimen  of  the  manner  in  which  the  Gospels 
are  appealed  to  by  him.  In  another  place,  in 
reasoning  against  certain  heretics,  he  notices  a 
saying  ascribed  to  Christ,  quoted  by  them  in  sup- 
port of  their  opinions  from  an  apocryphal  book, 
called  "The  Gospel  according  to  the  Egyp- 
tians " ;  and  commences  his  answer  with  this 
remark :  —  "In  the  first  place,  we  have  not  that  I 
saying  in  the  four  Gospels  which  have  been  / 
handed  down  to  us."t  Here,  in  a  few  words, 
he  expresses  his  sense  of  the  exclusive  authority 
of  the  Gospels  as  histories  of  our  Saviour; 
and  the  fact  of  their  reception  before  his  time. 
The  Gospels  had  been  handed  doivn  to  the 
Christians  of  his  age,  that  is,  the  Christians 
who  lived  about  the  end  of  the  second  century. 
By  Clement  was  preserved,  as  has  been  before 
stated,  a  tradition  received  from  ancient  pres- 
byters concerning  the  order  in  which  they  were  \  ^ 
written.  According  to  this  tradition,  "The  Gos-  V 
pels  containing  the  genealogies  were  written 
first.  The  following  providence  gave  occasion 
to  that  of  Mark.  While  Peter  was  publicly 
preaching  the  word  at  Rome,  and  through  the 


•  Stromat.   Lib.  IV.  §  1.  p.  664. 
t  Stromat.   Lib.  HI.  §  13.  p.  553. 
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power  of  the  Spirit  making  known  the  Gospel, 
his  hearersj  who  were  numerous,  exhorted  Mark, 
upon  the  ground  of  his  having  accompanied  him 
for  a  long  timcj  and  having  his  discourses  in 
memory,  to  write  down  w  hat  he  had  spoken ; 
and  Mark,  composing  his  Gospel,  delivered  it  to 
those  who  made  the  request,  Peter,  knowing 
this,  was  not  earnest  either  to  forbid  or  to  encour- 
age it.  In  the  last  place^  John,  obsening  that 
the  things  obvious  to  the  senses  had  been  clearly 
set  forth  in  those  Gospels,  being  urged  bj  his 
friends,  and  divinely  moved  by  the  Spiriti  com- 
posed a  spiritual  GospeK"* 

In  the  second  century,  but  how  long  before 
its  close  cannot  be  determined ,  Celsus  wrote 
against  Christianity,  Alx»ut  the  middle  of  the 
third  century  his  work  was  answered  by  Origen, 
who  speaks  of  him  as  long  since  dead ;  f  and 
who  evidently  was  unable  confidently  to  identify 
him  with  any  knowm  individual,  Origen  seems 
to  have  observed  upon  every  important  particu- 
lar contained  in  it,  and  has  given  many  extracts 
from  it.  It  appears  from  these  extracts,  that 
Christians,  in  the  time  of  Cdsus,  had  histories 


*  Apud  Euseb,  H.  K    Lib.  TT.  t.  U.    Comp*  Lib*  11,  c.  15. 
t  CmU  Ceh.  Frmfai.  ^  4.     Ofp.  L  317, 
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of  our  Saviour,  which  they  believed  to  have 
been  written  by  his  disciples ;  and  the  genuine- 
ness of  which  was  not  controverted  by  him. 
Without  mentioning  their  authors  by  name,  he 
frequently  quotes  and  refers  to  them.  It  has 
been  observed  with  truth,  that  an  abridgment 
of  the  history  of  Jesus,  corresponding  to  that 
in  the  Gospels,  may  be  found  in  the  remains 
of  his  work.  He  discusses  the  account  of  the 
miraculous  birth  of  Christ,  remarking  various 
particulars  related  in  the  first  two  chapters  of 
Matthew's  Gospel.  He  refers  to  the  appear- 
ance and  voice  from  heaven  at  our  Lord's  bap- 
tism. He  alludes  to  the  account  of  his  tempta- 
tion. He  says  that  he  collected  "  ten  or  eleven 
publicans  and  sailors,"  with  whom  he  travelled 
about  ^^  procuring  a  shameful  and  beggarly  sub- 
sistence." He  calls  Christ  himself  a  carpenter.^ 
He  speaks  of  his  miracles,  of  his  having  cured 
the  lame  and  blind,  fed  a  multitude  with  a  few 
loaves,  aiid  raised  the  dead;  and  argues  upon 
the  supposition  that  these  facts  really  took 
place.  He  says,  it  was  a  fiction  of  his  disci- 
ples, that  Jesus  foreknew,  and  foretold,  whatever 
should  befall  him.  He  refers  to  the  prediction 
of  our  Saviour,  that  deceivers  should  come  in 

•  Mark  vi.  3. 
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his  name.  He  animadverts  upon  various  pas- 
sages in  our  Lord's  discourses ;  upon  his  direc- 
tion to  his  first  disciples  to  exercise  a  peculiar 
trust  in  the  providence  of  God,  to  observe  the 
lilies  and  the  ravens ;  *  upon  his  precept,  If  any 
man  strike  thee  on  the  right  cheeky  turn  to  him 
the  other  also ;  upon  his  saying,  It  is  impossible 
to  serve  two  masters ;  and  upon  his  declaration, 
It  is  easier  for  a  camel  to  pass  through  the  eye  of 
a  needle,  than  for  a  rich  man  to  enter  the  king- 
dom of  God.  He  refers  to  the  incredulity  with 
which  he  was  heard,  and  to  his  denunciations 
against  the  Pharisees.  He  speaks  of  his  having 
been  betrayed  by  one  disciple,  and  denied  by 
another ;  of  his  prayer.  Father,  if  it  be  possible, 
let  this  cup  pass  from  me ;  of  the  soldiers  who 
derided  him,  of  the  purple  robe,  the  crown  of 
thorns,  and  the  reed  which  was  put  into  his 
hand ;  of  the  vinegar  mixed  with  bitter  drugs, 
ofiered  him  at  his  crucifixion ;  of  his  saying,  / 
thirst ;  of  the  loud  cry  which  he  uttered  just 
before  expiring;  of  the  earthquake  and  dark- 
ness which  accompanied  his  death ;  of  his  rising 
from  the  dead ;  of  the  angel  who  removed  the 
stone  at  the  door  of  the  sepulchre ;  of  his  ap- 
pearing not  to  his  enemies,  but  to  a  "  distracted 

*  Lukezii.  24,27. 
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woman"  (Mary  Magdalene),  and  "others,  en- 
gaged with  him  in  the  same  magical  arts"; 
and  of  his  exhibiting  his  hands,  as  thej  had  y 

been  wounded  on  the  cross,  which  last  circum- 
stance is  mentioned  by  St.  John  alone.^ 

In  one  passage,  Celsus  says  that  those  who 
had  given  genealogies  of  Jesus  had  had  the 
confidence  to  derive  his  descent  from  the  first 
man,  and  firom  the  Jewish  kings;  referring  to 
the  genealogies  found  in  the  first  two  chapters 
of  Matthew  and  in  Luke.  In  another  passage, 
he  appears  to  refer  at  once  to  all  our  four  Gos- 
pels; for  he  observes,  that  "some  relate  that 
one,  and  some  that  two  angels  descended  to 
his  sepulchre,  to  announce  to  the  women  that 
Jesus  was  risen."  Matthew  and  Mark  speak  \ 
of  but  one  angel ;  Luke  and  John  mention  two.   ' 

The  numerous  objections  of  Celsus  to  the 
accounts  received  by  Christians  respecting  our 
Saviour  are  always  made  to  accounts  found  in 
the  Gospels.  After  remarking  upon  several  pas- 
sages, he  says: — "These  things  are  firom  your 
own  books,  for  we  need  no  other  testimony. 
Thus  you  fall  by  your  own  hands."  He  nowhere 
implies  the  existence  of  any  narrative  respecting 

•  John  XX.  97. 
19 
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/  Christ,  as  belieyed  by  Christians,  which  is  not 

related  by  the  Evangelists.^ 

That  the  histories  of  Christ  referred  to  by 
Celsus  were  our  present  Gospels  appears  from 
the  general  correspondence  Qf  their  contents; 
from  the  particular  coincidences  which  have 
been  pointed  out ;  from  their  identity  with  the 
Gospels  being  constantly  implied  by  Origen, 
without  the  appearance  of  his  entertaining  any 
doubt  upon  the  subject;  from  their  being  at* 
tacked  by  Celsus  as  the  acknowledged  records 
of  the  religion,  and  from  the  impossibility  that 
in  his  time  there  should  have  existed  a  set  of 
books  bearing  this  character,  which  have  been 
forgotten,  and  superseded  by  another  set. 

But  in  attacking  these  books,  that  is,  our 
present  Gospels,  Celsus  evidently  considered 
himself  to  be  undermining  the  foundations  of 
Christianity ;  to  be  attacking  books  re^garded  by 
Christians  as  of  the  highest  authority, — as  the 
authentic  records  of  the  history  of  their  master, 
composed  or  sanctioned  by  his  immediate  disci- 
ples. We  have,  then,  the  evidence  of  an  enemy 
of  our  religion,  that  the  Gospels  were  thus  re* 
garded  by  the  Christians  of  his  age. 

•  For  the  references  to  the  passages  quoted  above,  see  Lard- 
ner's  Ancient  Heathen  Testimonies,  Ch.  XYIII.  Works  (4to 
Ed.)  rV.  113,  seqq. 
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Origen  was  bom  about  the  year  185,  and 
died  about  the  year  264.  There  was  no  Chris- 
tian writer  whose  authority  was  so  high  in  his 
own  time,  and  in  the  period  immediately  fol- 
lowing. His  works,  only  a  small  portion  of 
which  remains  in  their  original  language,  the 
Greek,  were  very  numerous.  He  was  eminent 
fcMT  his  talents,  and  for  the  extent  of  his  learning. 
Nor  was  he  less  distinguished  for  his  piety,  his 
integrity,  and  his  scrupulous  conscientiousness. 
He  was  also,  as  I  have  before  observed,  a 
careful  critic  of  the  text  of  the  Septuagint 
and  of  the  New  Testament  In  those  of  his 
works  which  are  still  extant  in  the  origin^,  the 
Gospels  are  quoted  so  frequentiy,  that,  suppos- 
ing all  other  copies  of  them  to  be  lost,  those  of 
Matthew,  Luke,  and  John  might  be  restored 
almost  entire  from  his  quotations  alone,  if  we 
had  a  clue  by  which  to  arrange  them.  In 
speaking  of  the  history  of  their  composition,  he 
professes  to  give  what  he  had  "  learnt  by  tradi- 
tion concerning  the  four  Gospels,  which  alone 
are  received  without  controversy  by  the  church  of 
God  under  heaven."  He  says :  —  "  The  Gospel  \ 
of  Matthew,  who,  from  being  a  tax-gatherer, 
became  an  Apostle  of  Christ,  was  the  first  writ- 
ten. It  was  composed  in  Hebrew;  and  pub- 
lished for  the  use  of  JewiA  believers.    Mark 


148  EVroENCES  OP  THE 

next  wrote  his  Gospel,  conformably  to  the 
accounts  which  he  had  received  from  Peter. 
Hence,  Peter,  in  his  Catholic  Epistle,  acknowl- 
edges him  as  his  son,  sajing.  The  sister  church 
in  Babylon  salutes  you;  also  my  son  Mark. 
The  Gospel  of  Luke,  that  which  is  praised 
by  St.  Paul,  was  the  third,  and  was  composed 
for  gentile  believers.  Last  of  all  followed  that 
of  John."  *  Elsewhere  Origen  writes  thus :  — 
« We  may  then  be  bold  to  say,  that  the  Gos- 
pel f  is  the  prime  fruit  of  all  the  Scriptures." 
"  Of  the  Scriptures  which  are  in  common  use, 
and  which  are  believed  to  be  divine  by  all  the 
churches  of  God,  one  would  not  err  in  calling 
the  Law  of  Moses  the  first  fruit,  and  the  Gospel 
the   prime  fruit."}     "The  Gospels  are,  as  it 


*  Apud  Euseb.  Hist.  Eccles.    Lib.  VI.  c.  35. 

t  By  the  Gospel,  here,  as  elsewhere,  is  to  be  understood  the 
Gospel-history,  or  the  four  Gospels. 

%  Conunent.  in  Joan.  Tom.  I.  §  4.  0pp.  lY.  p.  4.  Conform- 
ably to  Origen's  meaning,  and  to  the  proper  sense  of  the  terms, 
I  have  rendered  wfur^yiffnfm^  first  fruit ,  and  Iwm^,  prime  frmt. 
These  words  were  borrowed  by  him  from  the  Septnagint,  and 
denote  two  different  kinds  of  oblations,  both  of  which  in  our 
Common  Version  are  indiscriminately  caUed  ''  first  froits."  By 
w^mrtyiffnftm,  first  fruit f  is  meant  that  first  produced,  of  which  an 
oflfering  was  made  on  the  day  after  the  Passover.  (LeviticuB 
zxiii.  10- 14.)  By  Jk^m^,  prime  fruity  is  meant  the  best  of  the 
harvest,  which  was  to  be  set  aside  for  the  priests,  and  from  which 
an  oflforing  was  to  be  made  on  the  day  of  Pentecost,  and,  periu^. 
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were,  the  elements  of  the  faith  of  the  Church, 
ci  which  elements  the  whole  world  that  is  rec- 
onciled to  God  by  Christ  consists."*  I  have 
before  had  occasion  to  quote  a  passage,  in  which 
Origen  speaks  of  the  Scriptures  as  <<  books  in 
the  most  common  use."  f 

Origen,  as  we  have  seen,  speaks  of  the  Gos- 
pels as  "  received  without  controversy,"  and  as  \ 
"believed  by  all  the  churches  of  God."  If 
these  expressions  were  to  be  interpreted,  with 
the  narrowest  limitation,  as  relating  only  to  the 
state  of  things  at  the  precise  time  when  he 
wrote,  we  might  still  infer  that  the  Gospels  had 
been  received  as  of  equal  authority  in  the  last 
qua^r  of  the  second  century ;  since  nothing 
had  occurred  during  the  short  intervening  pe- 
riod to  produce  a  unanimity  which  did  not  then 
exist.  If  there  had  been  any  dissension  or 
difference  of  opinion  then,  it  is  impossible  that 
unanimity  should  have  been  afterwards  pro- 
duced without  some  controversy  or  discussion, 
without  some   trace  remaining  of  the  change 


at  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles.  (LeTiticua  zxiii.  15-90.  NmnbeiB 
xviii.  19, 13.  Deateronomy  xriii.  4.)  "  We  must  undentand," 
aaya  Origen,  "  that  the  f>n9ne  fruit  and  the  first  fruit  are  not  the 
same.  For  the  prime  fruit  waa  offered  after  the  hanreat,  but  the 
first  fruit  hefoie.'' 

*  Ibid.  ^  6.  p.  5.  t  See  before,  p.  69. 


150  EVIDENCES  OF  THE 

from  one  state  of  opinion  to  another ;  but  noth- 
ing of  this  sort  appears.  Origen,  however,  in 
the  expressions  which  he  uses,  does  not  refer  to 
his  own  time  alone.  His  language  is  meant  to 
include  all  Christians  from  the  first  promulgation 
of  the  Gospels.  It  appears  from  the  writings 
of  the  fathers,  generally,  that  the  books  which 
Christians  received  as  sacred  books  of  the  high* 
est  authority*  were,  as  they  believed,  distin* 
guished  from  all  others  pretending  to  the  same 
character  by  the  circumstance,  that  they  had 
been  unanimously  so  received,  from  the  apos^ 
tolic  age  through  every  successive  generation  ci 
catholic  Christians. 

In  estimating  the  weight  of  evidence  which 
has  thus  far  been  adduced  for  the  genuineness 
of  the  Gtospels,  we  must  keep  in  mind,  what 
has  not  always  been  sufiQciently  attended  to, 
that  it  is  not  the  testimony  of  certain  indi- 
vidual writers  alone  on  which  we  rely,  im- 
portant as  their  testimony  might  be.  These 
writers  speak  for  a  whole  community,  every 
member  of  which  had  the  strongest  reasons  for 
ascertaining  the  correctness  of  his  faith  respect- 
ing the  authenticity,  and,  consequently,  the  gen- 
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uineness,  of  the  Gospels.  We  quote  the  Chris- 
tian fathers,  not  chielSy  to  prove  their  individual 
belief;  but  in  evidence  of  the  belief  of  the 
community  to  which  they  belonged.  It  is  not^ 
therefore,  the  simple  testimony  of  Irenaeus,  and 
Theophilus,  and  Tertullian,  and  Clement,  and 
Origen,  which  we  bring  forward ;  it  is  the  tes- 
timony of  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands  of 
believers,  many  of  whom  were  as  well  informed 
as  they  were  on  this  particular  subject,  and  as 
capable  of  making  a  right  judgment.  All  these 
believers  were  equally  ready  with  the  writers 
who  have  been  quoted,  to  affirm  the  authority 
and  genuineness  of  the  Gospels.  The  most 
distinguished  Christians  of  the  age,  men  held 
in  high  esteem  by  their  contemporaries  and  suc- 
cessors, assert  that  the  Gospels  were  received 
as  genuine  throughout  the  community  pf  which 
they  were  members,  and  for  which  they  were 
writing.  That  the  assertion  was  made  by  such 
men,  under  such  circumstances,  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  its  truth.  But  the  proof  of  the  general 
reception  of  the  Gospels  does  not  rest  upon 
their  assertions  only,  though  these  cannot  be 
doubted.  It  is  necessarily  implied  in  their  state- 
ments and  reasonings  respecting  their  religion. 
It  is  impossible  that  they  should  have  so  abun- 
dantly quoted  the  Gospels,  as  conclusive  author- 
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ity  for.  their  own  faith  and  that  of  their  fellow- 
Christians,  if  these  books  had  not  been  regarded 
by  Christians  as  conclusive  authority.  We  can- 
not infer  more  confidently  from  the  sermons  of 
Tillotson  and  Clarke  the  estimation  in  which 
the  Gospels  were  held  in  their  day,  than  we 
may  infer  from  the  writers  before  mentioned, 
that  they  were  held  in  similar  estimation  during 
the  period  when  they  lived. 

The  testimony  to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gos- 
pels is,  therefore,  distinct  in  its  character  from 
that  which  may  be  adduced  to  prove  the  gen- 
uineness of  ancient  profane  writings.  As  tes- 
timony to  this,  we  are  able,  perhaps,  to  collect 
firom  different  authors  a  few  passages,  in  which 
the  writing  in  question  is  quoted  as  the  work 
of  the  individual  to  whom  it  is  ascribed ;  or  in 
which  it  is  expressly  affirmed  that  he  composed 
such  a  work.  We  may  even  find  it  mentioned 
as  his  work  in  some  other  composition,  ascribed 
to  the  same  individual ;  but  this  alone  does  not 
affect  the  nature  of  the  evidence ;  since  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  last-mentioned  writing  remains 
to  be  proved,  and,  as  far  as  testimony  is  con- 
cerned, can  be  proved  only  by  the  testimony  of 
individual  writers.  But  these  writers  do  not 
speak  in  the  name  and  with  the  sanction  of  a 
whole  community,  every  member  of  which  was 
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deeply  and  personally  concerned  in  the  question^ 
whether  the  book  were  genmne  or  not.  They 
give  their  testimony  simply  as  individuals ;  and 
they  were,  for  the  most  part,  individuals  who 
had  no  interest  in  ascertaining  the  truth,  and, 
perhaps,  little  curiosity  about  it.  We  have  com- 
monly no  ground  for  supposing,  that  any  circum- 
stance had  led  them  to  a  scrupulous  examination 
of  the  claims  of  the  work.  We  have  no  cer- 
tainty that  its  genuineness  was  not  doubted  by 
others,  equally  well  informed  with  the  authors 
whom  we  quote.  But  such  is  not  the  character 
of  the  historical  evidence  produced  for  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  Gospels.  The  whole  commu- 
nity of  Christians  b  brought  to  testify  their 
belief  respecting  a  subject  which  deeply  inter- 
ested them ;  and  about  which,  as  we  shall  now 
proceed  to  observe,  they  were  in  circumstances 
to  be  folly  informed. 

That  Christians  during  the  latter  part  of  the 
second  century  had  sufficient  means  of  deter- 
mining whether  the  Gospels  were  genuine  or 
not  may  appear  from  the  consideration,  that 
they  must  have  been  acquainted  with  the  his- 
tory of  the  promulgation  of  these  books.  If  the 
Gospels  were  the  works  of  those  to  whom  they 
are  ascribed,  they  had  been  received  as  such 

90 
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by  tke  contemporaries  of  the  EvangelUts ;  —  by 
Apostles,  and  tbe  companions  and  disciples  of 
Apostles.  Tbey  had  been  handed  down  by 
them  to  succeeding  Christians,  as  the  authentic 
histories  of  their  m^ister.  There  had  been  a 
clear,  unbroken,  and,  therefore,  incontroverdhle 
acknowledgment  of  their  genuineness,  during 
the  period  of  somewhat  more  than  a  century 
which  had  elapsed  between  the  time  when  the 
earliest  of  them  was  written,  and  the  time  to 
which  we  have  clearly  traced  back  their  genaal 
reception.  Such  must  have  been  the  state  of 
the  case  upon  the  supposition  of  their  genuine* 
neas ;  but  their  history,  whatever  it  were,  must 
have  been  very  diflferent,  if  they  were  not  gen- 
uine. In  the  latter  case,  they  had  not  been 
known  as  the  works  of  their  pretended  authors 
by  the  contemporaries  of  those  to  whom  they 
were  afterwards  ascribed.  They  had  not,  con- 
sequently, been  handed  down  from  the  first 
to  the  second  generation  of  Christians  as  the 
works  of  those  individuals.  But  during  the  lat* 
ter  part  of  the  seccmd  century^  tbe  only  satis£au:- 
tory  evidence  of  their  genuineness,  that  which 
the  case  necessarily  demanded^  must  have  been 
their  general  acknowiedgment  as  genuine  since 
the  time  of  their  supposed  composition.  This 
is  the  proof  on  which  the  Christian  fathers,  and, 
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coDSeqoentljy  the  proof  on  which  the  Christian 
community  relied ;  and  it  is  of  some  importance 
to  observe,  that  they  relied  upon  this  alone,  — 
that  the  earlier  writers  of  whom  we  speak  Ining 
forward  no  other  argument  in  support  of  their 
belief.  Those  hcts  in  the  history  of  the  Gos* 
pels  which  must  have  been  of  common  note* 
riety  were  decisire  of  the  question.  On  the 
one  hand,  if  the  facts  necessary  to  prove  their 
genoineness  had  really  existed,  the  evidence 
was  incontrovertible;  on  the  other  hand,  if 
these  facts  had  not  existed,  every  other  pre- 
tended proof  of  the  genoineness  of  die  books 
must  have  been  vdioUy  unsatisfactory. 

But  the  Christians  of  the  latter  half  of  the 
second  century  could  not  be  ignorant  of  the  his- 
tory of  the  Gospels,  or  in  other  words,  of  the 
manner  in  which  they  had  been  regarded  by 
their  predecessors.  From  the  statements  which 
have  been  quoted  from  different  writers,  we  may 
£adrly  take  the  year  176  as  a  period  when,  as 
shown  by  direct  historical  evidence,  the  Gospels 
were  generally  received  among  Christians.  But 
the  old  men  of  this  period  were  born  about 
the  end  of  the  first,  and  the  beginning  of  the 
second  century.  During  their  youth,  they  had 
been  contemporary  with  those  who  had  been 
contemporary  vnth  the  Apostles  and  the  other 
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disci[des  of  Christ  himself,  and  who  might  have 
received  immediate  instruction  from  them.  Ire- 
naeus  informs  us,  that  he  had  listened  to  the 
discourses  of  Polycarp,  who  had  been  a  disci[de 
of  St.  John,  and  conversant  with  others  who 
had  seen  the  Lord.*  This  fact  is  important  as 
it  respects  the  value  of  the  individual  testimony 
of  Irenseus  to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels. 
But  it  is  also  to  be  regarded  as  a  particular 
exemplification  of  a  general  truth,  about  which 
there  can  be  no  dispute ;  that  it  needed  but  a 
single  link  in  the  chain  of  succession,  to  connect 
the  old  men  of  the  time  of  Irenseus  with  the 
apostolic  age.  Such  being  the  case,  the  Chris- 
tians of  his  time  could  not  be  ignorant  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  Gospels  had  been  regard- 
ed by  their  predecessors;  and  in  his  time,  the 
belief  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels  was 
established  throughout  the  Christian  community. 


But  Christians  at  that  period,  equally  with 
Christians  at  the  present  day,  must  have  con- 
sidered the  question  of  the  genuineness  of  the 
Gospels  as  one  of  great  importance.  If  a  book 
be  offered  to  us  as  of  the  highest  authority, 


•  Irenai  Epist.  id  Florin,  apad  Eoaeb.  H.  E.  Lib.  V .  c.  90.  — 
Contra  Hnne.  Lib.  m.  c.  3.  §  4.  p.  176. 
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there  is  no  man  who  will  not  ask  what  claim 
it  has  to  this  authority,  and  upon  what  proo£i 
its  claim  is  founded.  There  was  every  thing 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  eariy  Christians  to 
give  strength  to  this  desire  for  information  and 
«?idence.  In  embracing  a  new  religion,  they 
must  have  felt  the  strongest  interest  concerning 
all  that  related  to  its  character  and  history. 
This  religion  did  not  then,  as  it  does  at  the 
present  day,  constitute  the  prevailing  faith,  nor 
blend  itself  with  the  opinions,  belief,  sentiments, 
and  customs  of  the  age.  It  stood  in  opposition 
to  all  that  was  established.  Every  thing  con- 
nected with  it  was  rendered  prominent  and 
striking  by  the  contrast ;  and  became  a  subject 
of  earnest  attention,  an  object  of  attack  and 
jdefence.  The  early  Christians  were  separated 
firom  other  men.  Their  religion  snapt  asunder 
the  ties  of  common  intercourse.  It  called  them 
to  a  new  life;  it  gave  them  new  sentiments, 
hopes,  and  desires,  a  new  character ;  it  demand- 
ed of  them  such  a  conscientious  and  steady 
performance  of  duty,  as  had  hardly  before  been 
.conceived  of;  it  subjected  them  to  privations 
and  insults,  to  unpertainty  and  danger;  it  re- 
quired them  to  prepare  for  torments  and  death. 
Every  day  of  their  lives  they  were  strongly 
reminded  of  it,  by  the  duties  which  it  enforced, 
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and  the  sacrifices  which  it  cost  them.  Their 
external  drcamstances,  and  their  connections 
with  this  worM,  instead  of  distracting  their 
thoughts  firom  it^  as  is  the  common  tendency  of 
our  relations  to  the  present  life,  kept  it  con* 
stantly  pressed  upon  their  attention.  In  this 
state  of  things,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  thej 
were  indifferent  about  the  genuineness  of  those 
records  on  which  their  faith  rested.  They  most 
have  felt,  at  least  as  strongly  as  we  do,  die 
fundamental  importance  of  the  subject  But 
respecting  the  history  and  genuineness  of  those 
records,  if  what  has  been  stated  be  correct,  they 
could  not  have  been  ignorant  if  they  would* 

In  estimating  the  value  of  the  testimony  of 
the  Christian  community  during  the  lattn  part 
of  the  second  century,  it  is  well  to  have  a  just 
notion  of  the  intellectual  and  moral  character 
of  those  of  whom  it  was  composed.  They 
were  men  who  had  derived  from  their  religion 
much  more  correct  and  noble  views,  respecting 
the  highest  objects  of  the  human  mind,  thsm 
were  known  to  their  contemporaries.  They 
were  raised  above  the  latter  in  their  intellect- 
ual character  by  the  whole  difference  between 
Christianity  and  heathenism.  We  cannot^  in 
common  cases,  even  teach  men  the  system  of 
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Cbristiaii  truth  without  producing^  previously  or 
at  the  same  time,  aa  enJargeBient  of  the  under- 
staudiugi  adapted  to  its  compreheosioo*  The 
reception  of  the  doctrines  of  our  religion,  in  op^ 
positicm  to  prevailing  error,  implies  the  strong 
exercise  of  a  correct  judgment,  which  is  lifcelj 
to  appear  whenever  its  exercise  b  demanded. 
He  who  holds  these  doctrines  has  a  body  of 
truths  in  his  mind,  with  which  other  opinions 
may  be  compared ;  and  rejected  or  received,  ac* 
cording  as  they  are  or  are  not  consistent  with 
them.  The  belief  of  them,  therefore,  is  adapted 
to  produce  a  habit  of  thinking  justly.  It  re-* 
quired  more  than  common  force  of  intellect,  as 
well  as  strength  of  moral  principle,  for  the  early 
believers  to  give  up  dd  prejudices  and  familiar 
customs,  to  free  themselves  from  the  bonds  of 
ancient  authority  and  popular  opinion,  and,  not* 
withstanding  all  the  discouragements  and  suffer* 
ings  which  they  had  to  encounter,  to  become 
converts  to  a  new  religion  so  pure  and  elevated. 
This  was  not  an  effort  to  be  expected  from 
weak  or  ordinary  men.  Those  who  were  suf- 
fering every  variety  of  hardship  and  evil,  for 
their  belief  in  God  and  his  providence,  in  im* 
mortality  and  retribution,  could  not  have  been 
below  the  common  level  of  their  contemporaries 
in  intellect,  or  virtue,  or  force  of  character. 
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The  wisdom  of  a  Christian  is  compared  by 
Tertullian  with  the  wisdom  of  Socrates.  I  do 
not  assent  to  the  justice  of  all  that  is  said  or 
implied  by  him;  but  I  must  think,  that  every 
one  who  has  the  power  of  comprehending  and 
feeling  what  is  excellent  in  character  will  per- 
ceive, that  the  writer  was  not  a  common  man, 
and  that  he  was  not  speaking  of  common  men. 
"This  vnsdom,"  he  sayif,  "from  the  school  of 
Heaven  denies  with  more  freedom  the  gods  of 
the  world ;  using  no  prevarication  in  ordering  a 
cock  to  be  sacrificed  to  iEsculapius ;  not  intro- 
ducing new  demons,  but  expelling  the  old ;  not 
corrupting  youth,  but  informing  them  with  every 
virtue  of  modesty ;  and  therefore  receiving  the 
unjust  condemnation,  not  of  one  city,  but  of  the 
whole  world,  in  the  cause  of  truth,  which  is 
hated  the  more,  the  more  fully  it  is  exhibited ; 
so  that  this  wisdom  does  not  drink  down  death 
from  a  cup  with  an  air  of  hilarity,  but  exhausts 
every  invention  of  cruelty,  on  the  cross,  and  in 
the  flames."* 

Many  similar  passages  might  be  produced 
from  the  fathers,  which  at  once  throw  light  on 
the  character  of  these  writers,  and  correspond 
to  what  we  know  must  have  been  the  character 

•  De  Amm&,  §  1.  p.  265. 
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and  condition  of  Christians.  Our  religion,  at 
the  time  to  which  we  refer,  was  not  so  \  cor- 
rupted as  greatly  to  weaken  its  power  over  the 
affections  and  moral  principles  of  those  by  whom 
it  was  held;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
Christians  of  the  second  and  third  centuries 
were,  as  a  body,  distingubhed  from  the  world 
around  them  by  their  moral  superiority,  and  by 
virtues  which  scarcely  existed  beyond  the  limits 
of  their  community.  They  were  not,  as  some 
have  pretended,  an  illiterate  people.  They  had 
among  them  a  full  share,  to  say  the  least,  of 
the  learning  and  intellectual  improvement  of  the 
age.  From  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
they  abounded  in  writers,  many  of  whose  works 
are  lost,  but  many  which  remain  give  proof  of 
more  than  common  learning  and  vigor  of  in- 
tellect. There  is  a  tendency  to  speak  of  the 
Christian  fathers  with  a  disrespect  wholly  un- 
merited by  those  of  the  first  ages.  During  the 
latter  part  of  the  second,  and  the  first  half  of  the 
third  century,  that  is,  from  the  time  when  Ire- 
nseus  wrote,  till  that  of  Origen's  death,  though 
the  Christians  were  much  fewer  in  number  than 
the  heathens,  yet  the  Christian  writers,  as  a 
body,  have  far  higher  claims  to  inteUectual  dis- 
tinction than  the  heathen.  After  the  period 
last  mentioned,  as  Christians  increased  in  num- 
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ber,  their  intellectual  ascesdeacy,  of  course, 
became  more  conspicuousi  and,  at  the  same 
time,  less  extraordinarj* 

Such  was  the  character  of  the  community, 
throughout  which,  in  the  last  quarter  of  the 
second  century,  the  Gospels  were  rec^ved  as 
genuine.  There  was  no  controyersy  nor  differ- 
ence of  opinion  on  the  subject  within  its  limits. 
If  it  had  happened,  that,  instead  of  three  or 
four,  there  had  been  three  or  four  hundred,  or 
three  or  four  thousand.  Christian  writers  of  tbat 
period  extant,  who  had  had  occasion  to  speak 
of  the  worth  and  authority  of  the  Gospels, 
they  would  have  expressed  themselves  as  those 
whom  I  have  quoted.  We  have,  then,  the  tes- 
timony of  the  whole  body  of  catholic  Christians 
to  the  genuineness  of  their  sacred  books ;  and 
the  character  of  those  Christians,  and  their  means 
of  information,  were  such  as  to  render  their  tes- 
timony in  the  highest  degree  credible. 

But,  in  addition  to  what  has  been  said,  it 
happens  that  we  are  aUe  to  produce  a  striking 
confirmation  of  the  testimony  of  the  early  Chris- 
tians to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  by  as- 
certaining, with  a  high  degree  d*  piobabiUty,  the 
correctness  of  this  testimony  in  regard  to  oth^ 
books  of  the  Christian  Scriptures,  from  a  distinct 
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source  of  eridence.  It  is  well  known  that  all 
our  present  books  of  the  New  Testament  were 
not,  during  the  first  ages,  received  as  of  equal 
authority.  Some  were  universally  acknowl- 
edged as  belonging  to  the  class  of  sacred  books, 
while  others  were  not ;  the  genuineness  or  the 
value  of  the  latter  being  doubted  or  denied  by 
a  greater  or  less  portion  of  the  Christian  com- 
munity. The  books  universally  received  as 
genuine  and  sacred  were  the  following,  twenty 
in  number;  the  four  Gospels,  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  the  thirteen  Epistles  of  St.  Paul  (ex- 
clusive of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews),  the  first 
Epistle  of  John,  and  the  first  of  Peter.  For 
the  genuineness  of  more  than  half  of  this  num- 
ber, we  have  evidence  of  a  peculiar  kind.  It  is 
that  which  is  so  ably  stated  by  Paley  in  his 
Horae  Paulinse,  arising  from  the  undesigned  co- 
incidences which  appear  upon  comparing  to- 
gether the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Epistles 
of  St.  Paul.*    In  respect  to  the  Acts,  and  most  of 

*  This  statement,  so  fhr  as  it  respects  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
reqcures  a  few  words  of  explanation. 

Paley's  argument  goes  directly  to  prove  the  genuineness  of  the 
Epistles  of  Paul ;  for  they  assume  to  be  his  compositions.  But 
it  does  not  go  directly  to  prove  the  genuineness  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles ;  for  this  book  does  not  assume  to  be  the  work  of  Luke, 
whose  name  is  not  mentioned  in  it. 

But  Paley's  argument  proves  the  truth  of  the  history  contained 
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the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  this  species  of  evidence, 
in  connection  with  all  the  other  proof,  internal 
and  external,  which  bears  upon  the  same  point, 
is  abundantly  sufficient  to  put  the  question  to 
rest.  The  genuineness  of  three  of  his  Epistles, 
it  is  true,  those  to  Timothy  and  Titus,  has  been 
attacked  by  some  of  the  German  theologians. 
But,  putting  these  aside  for  the  present,  there 
are  ten  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  and  the  Acts  of  the 
Aposdes,  the  genuineness  of  which  we  may 
consider  as  established.  Out  of  twenty  books 
which  the  early  Christians  have  transmitted  to 
us  as  unquestionably  genuine,  there  are  eleven 


in  this  book.  And  the  book,  it  appears  ^m  the  frequent  use  in 
it  of  the  first  person  plural,  was  written  by  a  companion  of  St. 
Paol. 

Such  being  the  case,  the  book  being  authentic,  and  being  writ- 
ten by  a  companion  of  St.  Paul,  there  is  no  supposable  mistake, 
which  might  haye  led  the  eariy  Christians  to  ascribe  it  to  any 
other  than  its  true  author.  And  they  unanimously  ascribed  it  to 
Luke.  Throughout  the  whole  of  antiquity,  there  is  no  suggestion 
of  any  other  author,  nor  an  intimation  of  doubt  that  Luke  was 
the  author. 

In  confirmation  of  this  reasoning,  if  it  need  confirmation,  we 
find  Luke  repeatedly  mentioned  by  Su  Paul  as  his  companion  and 
friend.  He  calls  him  (Coloss.  vr,  14),  **  Luke,  the  beloved  physi- 
cian." He  sends  to  Philemon  (yerse  24)  a  salutation  from  him  as 
one  of  his  **  fidlow-laborers."  And  in  his  last  Epistle  to  Timo- 
thy, written  just  before  his  martyrdom,  speaking  of  being  deserted 
by  one  and  left  by  others,  he  says  (iv.  11),  "  Luke  alone  is  with 
me." 
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which  are  unquestionably  genuine.  There  are 
eleven  for  the  genumeness  of  which  we  have 
strong  proof  of  a  kind  wholly  distinct  from  their 
testimony.  We  have  a  peculiar  means  of  test- 
ing the  value  of  our  witnesses,  in  regard  to  a 
most  important  part  of  their  evidence ;  and  by 
this  test  their  correctness  b  fully  established. 
But  the  greater  the  number  of  books  the  gen- 
uineness of  which  is  admitted,  by  whatever 
means  this  be  proved,  the  greater  the  presump- 
tion that  the  testimony  of  the  early  Christians 
may  be  relied  upon ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  all 
the  books  of  the  New  Testament  which  they 
received  as  unquestionably  genuine  are  in  fact 
genuine. 

This  proposition  being  granted,  I  think  that 
he  who  will  examine  the  subject  may  fully  sat- 
isfy himself  that  the  Epistles  to  Timothy  and 
Titus  were  written  by  St.  Paul.  I  think  he 
will  find  no  reason  to  doubt,  that  the  two  cath*> 
olic  Episties  before  mentioned,  the  first  of  John 
and  the  'first  of  Peter,  were  the  works  of  the 
Aposdes  to  whom  they  are  ascribed.  With 
regard  to  them,  there  is,  to  say  the  least,  noth- 
mg  to  detract  from  the  credit  due  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  early  Christians.  But  if  he  should 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  all  these  books,  with 
those  before  mentioned,  are  genuine ;  that  six-« 
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teen  out  of  the  twenty  received  by  the  early 
Christians  are  genuine ;  he  can  hardly  refuse  to 
admit,  that  there  is  a  very  strong  presumption 
in  fevor  of  the  genuineness  of  the  remaming 
four;  these  four,  the  Gospels,  being  the  most 
important  of  all. 


We  have  hitherto  considered  the  sulject  as 
if  the  early  Christians,  whose  testimony  has 
been  adduced,  might  have  had  a  firm  belief  of 
the  truth  of  their  religion,  unconnected  with  a 
belief  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels^  There 
IS  nothing  in  the  nature  of  things  to  render  this 
supposition  incredible.  But  it  is  a  fact  desenr- 
ing  particular  attention,  that  the  one  belief  was 
in  their  minds  identified  with  the  other.  Their 
faith  in  Christianity  was  an  assurance  of  the 
truth  of  the  accounts  respecting  Christ  recorded 
by  the  four  Evangelists.  It  was  a  belief,  that 
he  was  such  as  he  was  represented  to  be  by 
them ;  and  that  he  taught  the  truths,  and  incul- 
cated the  precepts,  preserved  in  their  writings. 
What  was  to  be  learnt  from  the  four  Gospels 
was  the  object  of  a  Christian's  faith;  and  no 
other  source  of  instruction  came  in  competition 
with  them.  They  were,  as  Irenseus  expresses 
it,   "the  pillar  and   support  of  the   Church.'* 
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Thej  were,  in  the  view  of  the  Christians  of  his 
age,  ike  Gospdj  transmitted  in  writing,  through 
the  appointment  of  God,  by  those  who  had 
been  commissioned  to  {H'each  it.*  To  be  a 
Christian,  then,  was  to  believe  what  was  re- 
corded in  the  Gospels;  or,  in  other  words,  it 
was  to  believe  the  credibility  of  these  books. 
But  these  books  were  believed  to  be  credible, 
because  they  were  believed  to  be  genuine ;  to 
be  the  works  of  eyewitnesses,  or  of  those  who 
derived  their  information  from  eyewitnesses; 
histories,  all  of  which  had  apostolic  authority, 
because  they  were  written  by  Apostles,  or  sanc- 
tioned by  Apostles.  Supposing  any  doubt  to 
have  been  cast  upon  their  genuineness,  the  same 
doubt  would  have  extended  to  their  credibility. 
If  they  did  not  appear  till  after  the  apostolic 
age,  a  false  character  had  been  ascribed  to  them; 
and  their  whole  contents  would,  in  consequence, 
become  suspicious.  Every  attestation,  therefore, 
given  by  a  Christian,  of  his  belief  in  his  religion 
was  an  attestation  of  his  belief  in  the  credibility 
and  the  genuineness  of  the  four  Gospels.  It 
was  in  consequence  and  in  testimony  of  this 
belief,  that  he  lived  as  a  Christian,  and  was 
prepared  to  die  as  a  martyr.     But  his  belief  in 

•  See  he&fte,  pp.  130,  131. 
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the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels  was  the  belief 
of  an  historical  fact.  It  did  not  regard  a  matter 
of  opinion  or  interpretation.  At  the  same  time, 
it  lay  at  the  foundation  of  his  religious  faith. 
It  was  the  first  point  to  be  settled  in  becoming 
a  believer.  The  conversion,  the  virtues,  and 
the  sufferings  of  the  early  Christians,  all,  there- 
fore, bear  testimony  to  their  firm  belief  of  this 
fact ;  it  was  a  fact,  respecting  which  they  had 
the  strongest  interest  in  not  being  deceived; 
and  such,  as  we  have  seen,  was  the  information 
necessarUy  possessed  by  them,  that,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  common  good  sense,  they  could  not  be 
in  error. 


But  even  putting  out  of  view  those  consider- 
ations which  have  been  brought  forward  to  ex- 
plain the  value  of  the  testimony  of  the  Christian 
community,  during  the  last  quarter  of  the  second 
century,  to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  it 
may  be  shown,  that  the  general  reception  of 
these  books  during  the  period  in  question  is  to 
be  accounted  for  only  by  admitting  their  gen- 
uineness. 

Before  attending  to  those  considerations 
which  may  show  the  truth  of  this  proposition 
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in  regard  to  the  Gospels  generally,  we  will  ad- 
vert to  some  circumstances  which  respect  only 
the  first  three.  These,  when  compared  together, 
present  phenomena,  of  which,  if  their  genuine- 
ness be  denied,  no  solution  can  be  given,  not 
irreconcilable  with  the  fact  of  the  reception 
of  all  three  as  books  of  the  highest  authority. 
The  phenomena  referred  to  consist  in  the 
frequent  instances  of  verbal  agreement  among 
them,  and  in  their  correspondence  with  one 
another  in  the  selection  and  narration  of  the 
same  events,  viewed  in  connection  with  their 
disagreements  and  individual  peculiarities.  The 
common  reception  of  the  first  three  Gospels, 
and  the  appearances  which  these  writings  pre- 
sent, must  be  regarded  together.  When  thus 
regarded,  they  prove  the  genuineness  of  the 
books  in  question ;  because,  upon  the  opposite 
supposition,  no  explanation  can  be  given  of 
these  appearances  not  inconsistent  with  the 
fact  of  iheir  common  reception.  This  is  the 
point  to  which  we  will  now  attend. 

If  it  be  maintained,  that  the  first  three  Gos- 
pels are  the  compositions  of  writers  who  lived 
after  the  apostolic  age,  then,  at  first  view,  three 
suppositions  may  present  themselves  as  aflbrding 
a  solution  of  the  phenomena  which  have  been 
mentioned.     One  writer  may  have  copied  firom 
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another,  or  firom  both  of  the  others;  or  each 
writer  may  have  made  use  of  some  writtei 
document  or  documents,  which  had  much  in 
common  with  those  used  by  the  other  two, 
though  in  many  respects  dissimilar;  or  they 
may  all  have  derived  their  accounts  from  tra* 
dition,  the  traditions  preserved  by  one  being 
partly  the  same  with  those  preserved  by  another, 
and  partly  different.  We  will  examine  in  order 
each  of  these  solutions. 

I.  The  supposition,  that  the  author  of  any  one 
of  the  first  three  Gospels  cojded  from  either  of 
the  others,  has  in  modem  times  been  sul^ected 
to  very  thorough  examinatioa.  It  has  been 
£3und  exposed  to  great,  and,  as  may  seem, 
insuperable  objections,  which  show  themselves 
on  comparing  together  the  contents  of  the  first 
three  Gospels.  Some  of  these  objecti<ms  are 
stated  in  another  ^ace.*  But  imder  the  con- 
ditions of  the  case  now  before  us,  that  is,  in 
connection  with  the  belief  that  the  Gospels  were 
written  after  the  apostolic  age,  the  supposition  is 
liable  to  peculiar  objections,  which  alone  it  is 
necessary  to  conskler  at  present. 

These  ol^ections  may  be  shown  by  applying 

•  See  Additknal  Note,  D. 
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them  to  a  particular  instance ;  it  being  kept  in 
mind  that  thej  are  applicable  to  any  other  which 
maj  be  presented.  Let  us  suppose,  then,  that 
the  author  of  the  Gospel  ascribed  to  Luke  made 
use  of  that  ascribed  to  Matthew,  and  derived 
from  it  the  large  portion  of  matter  which  his  his- 
tory has  in  common  with  it.  The  question  then 
arises,  What  was  his  purpose  in  composing  his 
own  work  ?  He  must  have  intended  to  give  a 
better,  a  more  authentic,  or  a  more  plausible 
history,  than  that  ascribed  to  Matthew,  one 
which  might  more  effectually  serve  the  end 
proposed  in  such  a  work,  whatever  that  were. 
It  must  have  been  his  purpose  to  remodel  the 
gospel  before  existing,  to  arrange  its  contents 
in  suitable  order,  and  to  omit,  correct,  and  add, 
according  to  his  superior  information,  skiU,  and 
judgment.  The  general  character  of  both  his- 
tories is  strikingly  the  same;  they  correspond 
with  each  other  in  the  greater  part  of  their  con- 
tents; and  if  the  writer  of  that  ascribed  to 
Luke  took  that  ascribed  to  Matthew  for  the 
basis  of  his  own  work,  all  change,  addition,  or 
omission  must  appear  to  be  intentional  correc- 
tion or  improvement.  The  former  work  must 
have  been  a  refashioning  of  the  latter,  with  the 
purpose  of  removing  its  errors,  and  supplying 
its  deficiencies.     The  object  of  the  author  of 
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the  new  history,  therefore,  was  to  produce  a 
work  which  ought  to  supersede  the  old.  3ut 
this  is  inconsistent  with  the  fact,  that  those  who 
received  his  Gospel  as  authentic  received  also 
that  ascribed  to  Matthew  as  of  equal  authority ; 
and  those  who  reverenced  that  ascribed  to  Mat- 
thew made  no  hesitation  in  admitting  that  as- 
cribed to  Luke  as  also  entitled  to  the  rank  of  a 
sacred  book.  If  the  writer  of  the  gospel  as- 
cribed to  Luke  intended  to  give  a  better,  or 
more  serviceable,  history  than  that  ascribed  to 
Matthew,  he  would  have  been  considered  either 
as  having  succeeded,  or  as  having  failed.  In 
comparison  with  the  latter  work,  his  own  must 
either  have  been  preferred  or  rejected.  If  we 
imagine  that,  when  he  wrote,  the  gospel  after- 
wards ascribed  to  Matthew  was  already  regarded 
as  the  composition  of  that  Apostle,  little  favor 
would  have  been  shown  to  the  author  of  a  pre- 
tended revision  of  such  a  work,  and  his  book 
would  have  obtained  little  currency.  If,  at  the 
time  when  he  wrote,  the  gospel  afterwards  as- 
cribed to  Matthew  were  regarded  as  having  no 
claim  to  higher  authority  than  his  own  might 
pretend  to,  then  the  two  histories  would  have 
come  in  competition,  and  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  both  would  have  been  received  as 
of  equal  authority  and  worth. 
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Supposing  the  first  three  Gospels  to  have 
been  composed  after  the  apostolic  age,  or,  in 
other  words,  if  their  genuineness  be  denied, 
it  is  obvious,  that  similar  arguments  may  be 
brought  to  prove,  that  the  author  of  no  one  of 
them  made  use  of  either  of  the  other  two,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  explain  the  correspondence 
between  their  writings.  The  use  supposed  is 
inconsistent  vnth  the  fact  of  the  conmion  recep- 
tion of  all  of  them  as  sacred  books  of  the  high- 
est authority.  — 

II.  We  will,  then,  examine  the  next  solution 
which  has  been  mentioned.  It  may  be  said 
that  the  authors  of  the  first  three  Gospels  each 
made  use  of  a  written  document  or  documents ; 
and  that  the  documents  respectively  used  by 
them  had  much  conmion  and  corresponding  mat- 
ter, and  much  verbal  agreement,  but  that  they 
were  distinguished  from  one  another  by  many 
individual  peculiarities. 

In  respect  to  this  supposition,  let  us  consider 
of  what  character  those  documents  must  have 
been.  They  were  not  separate  narratives  of 
single  events,  real  or  supposed,  in  the  life  of 
Christ.  It  cannot  be  believed,  that  after  the 
apostolic  age  the  history  contained  in  the  first 
three    Gospels  was,   before    their  composition, 


I 
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circulating  among  Christians  in  many  separate 
written  fragments.  Whoever  was  desirous  of 
obtaining  one  written  account  of  an  event,  or 
supposed  event,  in  the  life  of  Christ,  would  be 
desirous  of  obtaining  more.  He  would  extend 
his  collection,  and  arrange  it,  if  he  did  not  find 
a  collection  arranged  to  his  hands.  The  coinci- 
dence between  the  Gospels  ascribed  to  Mark 
and  Luke  in  the  order  of  the  events  which  they 
have  in  common  shows  that  the  authors  of 
these  Gospels,  if  they  followed  written  docu- 
ments, must  have  copied  documents  in  which 
the  events  were  already  thus  arranged.  The 
writer  of  the  Gospel  ascribed  to  Luke  says, 
that  many  before  him  had  undertaken  to  prepare 
accounts  of  Christ ;  and  whether  we  do  or  do 
not  believe  the  Gospel  to  be  the  work  of  Luke, 
there  can  be  no  reason  for  doubting  the  truth 
of  this  information. 

The  documents  in  question,  then,  must  have 
been  different  histories  of  Christ,  different  gos- 
peb,  in  existence  before  our  first  three  Grospels. 
Such  writings,  when  once  in  existence,  would 
soon  be  widely  circulated.  Now,  upon  the  sup- 
position that  the  first  three  Gospeb  were  com- 
posed after  the  apostolic  age,  out  of  such  doc- 
uments, each  of  them  was  nothing  more  than 
a  particular  compilation  of  the  same  kind  with 
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those  already  existing ;  made  by  some  unknown 
individual,  who  has  left  no  trace  of  his  history. 
Each  of  these  new  collections,  likewise,  was 
incomplete ;  for  each  of  the  first  three  Gospels 
wants  much  that  is  found  in  the  other  two,  and 
in  the  Gospel  of  John ;  to  say  nothing  of  what 
may  have  existed  in  any  of  the  supposed  earlier 
gospels.  There  are  discrepancies  between  them, 
and  they  present  very  considerable  difficulties 
when  compared  together.  There  could  be  no 
reason,  therefore,  why  any  individual  who  had 
possessed  a  mote  ancient  collection  should  re- 
ject that  to  which  he  had  been  accustomed,  in 
order  to  substitute  these  three,  or  one  of  these 
three,  in  its  place.  There  was  nothing  to  give 
these  new  compilations  any  peculiar  sanctity  or 
authority;  or  to  secure  them,  any  more  than 
other  collections  of  the  same  kind,  from  addi- 
tions and  changes.  No  reason  can  be  assigned 
why  any  one  of  them,  and  still  less  why  all 
three,  equally,  should  have  obtained  such  celeb- 
rity and  general  reception,  a  character  so  exclu- 
sively sacred,  as  to  cause  all  similar  compilations 
to  disappear.  The  proprietor  of  a  different  col- 
lection, if  he  chanced  to  meet  with  one  of  these, 
might  note  what  he  found  in  it,  not  contained 
in  his  own;  and  if  he  thought  the  relation 
worthy  of  being  preserved,  he  might  insert  it 
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in  the  margin  of  his  old  manuscript,  or  in  the 
text  of  a  new  one.  But  there  was  no  reason 
why  he  should  reject  what  he  had  before  re- 
garded as  a  credible  narrative,  because  he  did 
not  find  it  in  one  of  these  compilations.  Be- 
cause three  unknown  individuals  had  made 
three  new  compilations,  not  differing  in  their 
general  character  from  such  as  had  existed  be- 
fore, all  other  manuscripts  of  a  similar  kind 
would  not  be  destroyed.  Copies  of  various 
manuscripts  woi)ld  continue  to  be  multiplied, 
containing,  probably,  new  additions ;  till  at  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  instead  of  finding 
Christians  agreed  in  the  use  of  the  four  Gospels, 
we  should  have  found  as  many  different  gospels 
as  there  had  chanced  to  be  different  collect(»rs. 
Under  the  circumstances  supposed,  no  authority, 
generally  acknowledged,  could  have  belonged  to 
any  particular  compilation. 

III.  We  will  now  attend  to  the  third  suppo- 
sition mentioned;  that  the  correspondence  be- 
tween the  first  three  Gospels,  supposing  them  to 
have  been  written  after  the  apostolic  age,  is  to 
be  accounted  for  by  the  circumstance,  that  they 
were  all  founded  upon  oral  traditionary  narra- 
tives, in  great  part  similar  or  the  same.  To 
this,  the  answer  is,  that  an  oral   traditionary 
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history  of  Christ  would  have  varied  more  in  its 
form  as  preserved  by  three  different  writers. 
It  would  have  become  adulterated  in  different  I 
and  opposite  ways,  probably  grossly  adulterated,  ; 
through  the  various  opinions,  conceptions,  errors, 
and  passions  of  the  times  following  the  apostolic 
age.  A  large  portion  of  the  accounts  concern- 
ing Christ  would  have  been  imperfectly  compre- 
hended by  many,  probably  by  most  Christians ; 
and  in  repeating  such  accounts,  they  would  have 
conformed  them  to  their  own  apprehensions,  and 
not  to  the  truth.  No  narratives  are  so  exposed 
to  change  and  corruption  by  oral  transmission,  i 
as  those  which  relate  to  supernatural  events, 
real  or  supposed.  The  forgeries  of  an  excited 
imagination  become  more  and  more  mingled 
with  the  history,  as  it  passes  from  mouth  to 
mouth.  Oral  traditionary  relations  concerning 
the  founder  of  Christianity,  preserved  by  Chris- 
tians after  the  apostolic  age,  must  have  received 
a  different  moulding  and  coloring  from  many 
different  hands.  Had  the  first  three  Gospels 
been  founded  upon  such  relations,  they  would 
not  have  been  so  consistent  with  each  other,  as 
they  now  are,  in  presenting  the  same  view  of 
the  most  remarkable  character  of  Christ,  of  the 
events  of  his  life,  of  his  words  and  deeds,  and 
of  the  purpose  of  his  ministry.     They  would 
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not  have  had  the  striking  resemblance  to  each 
other  which  they  now  possess,  in  their  general 
complexion.  Nor  would  there  haye  been  the 
remarkable  correspondence  which  now  exists 
among  them  in  many  of  their  relations,  in  which 
we  find  the  same  facts,  conceptions,  and  Ian*- 
guage. 

In  estimating  the  force  of  these  remarks,  we 
must  attend  particularly  to  the  circumstance, 
that  the  traditionary  accounts  supposed  could 
not  have  assumed  a  well-defined  and  authorized 
form,  by  being  embodied  into  one  long,  oral 
narrative,  generally  taught  and  received;  they 
must  have  existed  in  a  fluctuating  and  uncon- 
nected state  ;  for  many  things  are  related  differ- 
ently in  the  first  three  Gospels ;  each  of  them 
has  matter,  and  two  of  them,  respectively,  much 
matter,  which  is  not  found  in  either  of  the  oth- 
ers ;  and  the  arrangement  of  Mark  and  Luke 
differs  from  that  of  Matthew*  Let  us  suppose, 
that  the  history  and  discourses  of  Socrates  had 
been  preserved  by  oral  tradition,  a  tradition, 
however,  not  spread  over  the  world,  but  con- 
fined to  the  city  of  Athens ;  and  that,  some  half- 
century  or  more  after  his  death,  they  had  been 
first  committed  to  writing  by  three  different 
individuals.  The  improbability  that  their  three 
works  would    have    resembled   each  other   as 
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much  as  the  first  three  Gospels,  partially  ex- 
presses the  improbability,  that  these  Gospels, 
being  written  after  the  apostolic  age,  were 
founded  upon  oral  tradition* 

The  argument,  which  it  has  been  my  object 
to  illustrate,  may  be  stated  briefly  in  the  follow- 
ing manner.  There  are  many  correspondences 
between  any  two  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  so 
remarkable,  that,  in  each  particular  case,  they 
admit  only  of  one  of  the  following  explanations ; 
either  one  writer  copied  the  other,  or. each  writ- 
er followed  some  authority  common  to  both; 
which  authority  must  have  been  either  written 
or  oral.  But  either  of  these  solutions,  to  which 
we  are  reduced  by  the  nature  of  the  case,  be- 
comes too  improbable  to  be  admitted,  if  we 
suppose  those  Gospels  to  have  been  written 
after  the  apostolic  age.* 

It  is,  then,  a  curious  and  important  circum- 
stance, that  in  the  very  structure  of  the  first 
three  Gospels,  when  compared  together,  taken 
in  connection  with  the   fact  of  their  common 


*  On  the  manner  in  which  the  phenomena  presented  hj  the 
first  three  Gospels,  when  compared  together,  may  be  explained  on 
the  supposition  of  ikeir  gemiineiless,  see  Additional  Note,  D. 
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reception  and  high  and  peculiar  authority  among 
Christians  before  the  close  of  the  second  cen- 
tury, we  find  evidence  that  they  must  have 
been  composed  during  the  apostolic  age.  Upon 
a  contrary  supposition,  we  have  seen  that  no 
solution  can  be  given  of  the  remarkable  phe- 
nomena presented  by  them,  which  is  in  itself 
probable,  and,  at  the  same  time,  consistent  with 
the  fact  of  their  common  reception.  But  if 
written  in  the  apostolic  age,  they  must  have 
been  handed  down  from  that  period  with  such 
a  character  as  gave  them  the  authority  which 
they  afterwards  possessed;  and  no  reasonable 
doubt  can  remain  of  their  genuineness.  They 
were  works  which  had  received  the  sanction  of 
that  age ;  their  authors  were  then,  undoubtedly, 
known ;  and  they  were  undoubtedly  ascribed  to 
their  true  authors. 


We  will  now  regard  the  four  Gospels  in 
common.  Their  general  reception  as  genuine 
and  sacred  books,  during  the  last  quarter  of  the 
second  century,  can  be  accounted  for  only  by 
admitting  their  genuineness. 

Let  us  first  view  the  subject  in  its  simplest 
form^     If  the  Gospels  be  not  genuine,  how  was 
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it  possible  for  any  one  of  them  to  obtain  general 
reception  and  authority,  as  the  work  of  the  au- 
thor to  whom  it  was  ascribed  ?  This  could  not 
have  taken  place  during  the  age  of  the  Apostles, 
while  the  reputed  author  or  his  friends  were 
still  living.  After  the  death,  therefore,  of  the 
reputed  author,  and  of  most  of  those  acquainted 
with  him,  we  must  suppose  that  a  claim  was 
first  set  up  for  a  certain  book,  falsely  asserting 
it  to  be  the  work  of  St.  Matthew,  or  St.  John, 
or  one  of  the  other  Evangelists.  The  claim  had 
not  before  been  heard  of.  The  evidence  which 
the  case  demanded  to  satisfy  any  reasonable 
man,  that  is,  the  belief  and  testimony  of  the 
preceding  age,  was  wanting.  It  must  have  been 
evident,  therefore,  that  the  claim  was  without 
foundation.  An  attempted  fraud  of  this  kind 
in  relation  to  books  of  such  general  interest, 
and  pretending  to  such  high  authority,  could 
not,  from  its  very  nature,  have  been  successful. 
It  could  not  have  produced  belief;  and  it  would 
be  an  hypothesis  against  which  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  bring  arguments,  to  suppose  it  to  have 
produced,  throughout  the  widely  dispersed  Chris- 
tian community,  a  general  profession  of  belief  in 
what  every  one  must  have  known,  or  at  least 
strongly  suspected,  to  be  a  falsehood. 

Possibly,  however,  the  suggestion  may  still  be 
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made,  that  the  reception  of  the  Gospels,  as  the 
works  of  those  to  whom  they  are  ascribed,  was 
produced  by  a  general  concert  and  combination 
among  Christians,  under  the  direction  of  those 
of  most  eminence  and  authority.  Enough  has 
been  already  said  to  show,  that  the  effect  in 
question  could  not  have  been  the  result  of  such 
a  combination.*  But  let  us  again  consider,  that 
the  supposition  implies  great  dishonesty  in  the 
deceivers,  and  gross  ignorajice  and  credulity  in 
the  deceived ;  and  that  no  part  of  the  Christian 
community  will  be  exempt  from  one  or  the  other 
of  these  charges.  But  none  would  venture  ex- 
plicitly to  maintain,  that  the  character  of  the 
early  Christians  was  such  as  to  render  it  prob- 
aUe,  that  one  portion  of  them  was  so  fraudulent, 
as  to  impose  upon  their  brethren,  for  a  rule  of 
faith  and  practice,  certain  books,  as  genuine, 
which  they  knew  were  not  genuine ;  and  that 
the  larger  portion  was  so  weak,  as  to  submit 
quietly  to  the  imposition. 

It  is  a  strong  subsidiary  argument,  if  such  be 
needed,  against  the  supposition  of  a  fraudulent 
or  arbitrary  assignment  of  the  names  of  the 
authors  of  the  Gospels,  that  only  two  of  them 
are  ascribed  to  Apostles ;  and  one  of  these  two 

•  See  be^re,  p.  40,  seqq. 
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is  ascribed  to  an  Apostle  not  distinguished  ex- 1 
cept  as  the  author  of  the  work  in  question.  If  ^ 
the  assignment  had  been  arbitrary,  names  of 
more  distinction  would  have  been  chosen.  The 
early  fathers,  as  is  well  known,  were  solicitous 
to  prove  that  the  Gospels  of  Mark  and  Luke, 
though  not  written  by  Apostles,  were  entitled  to 
apostolical  authority,  on  the  ground  that  the 
former  only  embodied  those  narratives  which 
St.  Peter  had  delivered  orally,  and  that  the  latter 
had  received  the  sanction  of  St.  Paul.  Upon 
the  supposition,  that  these  writings  were  as  little 
the  work  of  the  supposed  Evangelists  as  of  the 
Apostles,  the  names  of  the  latter  would  have 
been  given  them  at  once. 


But  there  are  other  considerations  to  which 
we  will  now  attend.  It  is  to  be  particularly 
remarked,  that  we  have  not  one  only,  but  four 
books,  each  professing  to  give  a  history  of  Jesus 
Christ.  These  books,  though  consistent  with 
each  other  in  their  representations  of  his  most 
remarkable  character ;  though  they  agree  in  giv- 
ing the  same  view  of  his  doctrines,  and  of  the 
purpose  of  his  ministry,  and  though  they  have 
many  facts  and  discourses  conunon  to  two  or 
more  of  their  number;   yet  differ  much  from 
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each  other  in  the  selection,  arrangement,  and 
connection  of  events,  and  in  their  accounts  of 
some  particular  facts  and  transactions.  Their 
discrepancies  are  such  as  could  not  escape  ob- 
servation. In  the  first  half  of  the  third  century, 
the  importance  of  them  was  magnified  by  Ori- 
gen  in  the  language  of  extravagant  exaggeration. 
J  He  adopted,  and  carried  to  its  greatest  length, 
the  allegorical  mode  of  interpreting  the  Scrip- 
tures ;  and  thought  that  there  was  no  other 
means  of  saving  the  credit  of  the  Gospels,  but 
by  recurring  to  the  hidden  sense  of  their  words. 
In  one  place,  after  remarking  upon  an  apparent 
disagreement  between  the  first  three  Evangelists 
and  St.  John,  he  says: — "And  in  regard  to 
many  other  passages ;  if  one  carefully  examine 
the  Gospels,  with  a  view  to  the  dissonances  in 
their  history,  which,  severally,  we  shall  endeav- 
our to  set  forth  according  to  our  ability,  he  will, 
being  wholly  bewildered,  either  refuse  to  ac- 
knowledge, conformably  to  truth,  the  authority 
of  the  Gospels,  and,  making  a  selection,  will 
adhere  to  one  alone,  not  willing  wholly  to  give 
up  the  faith  concerning  our  Lord,  or  receiving 
the  four,  will  determine  that  the  truth  is  not  in 
their  literal  meaning."  * 

•  Comment,  in  Joan.    Tom.  X.  ^  2.    0pp.  IV.  163. 
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Now,  if  we  admit  that  the  Gospels  were 
written  by  the  authors  to  whom  they  are  as- 
cribed, the  general  reception  of  all  four  as  of 
equal  authority,  notwithstanding  these  discre- 
pancies, is  at  once  accounted  for.  But  supposing 
them  not  to  be  genuine,  no  probable  explana- 
tion can  be  given  of  this  fact.  Allowing  that 
each  of  the  four  Gospels  might,  in  some  way  or 
other,  have  obtained  a  certain  degree  of  credit, 
yet  one  would  have  been  used  by  one  portion 
of  Christians,  and  another  by  another,  according 
as  the  place  of  its  composition,  or  some  other 
particular  circumstance,  favored  its  reception. 
There  would  have  been  as  many  dijQferent  par- 
ties among  Christians,  as  there  were  different 
Grospels ;  each  party  maintaining  the  superior 
authority  of  its  own  Gospel.  Beside  these, 
there  would  probably  have  been  another  large 
party,  which  would  not  have  admitted  the  au- 
thority, or  at  least  the  genuineness,  of  any  one 
of  our  present  Gospels.  They  who  had  received, 
and  had  been  accustomed  to  use,  a  particular 
Gospel,  would  look  with  suspicion  upon  another, 
which  was  presented  as  its  rival.  However 
credulously  they  had  admitted  the  claims  of 
their  own  history,  they  would  examine  with 
jealousy  those  of  a  new  work.  This  would 
especially  be  the  case,  if  the  latter  appeared,  in 

24 
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any  respects^  though  but  of  little  importance,  to 
be  inconsisteiit  with,  or  contradictory  to,  the 
former.  But  obrious  discrepancies  exist  among 
the  Gospels,  the  importance  of  which  would  be 
magnified  by  those  who,  having  been  accus- 
tomed to  use  and  reverence  one  of  these  books, 
were  urged  to  receive  another  as  its  companion, 
and  to  regard  it  as  of  equal  credit.  These  dis* 
crepancies,  apparent  or  real,  must,  therefore, 
have  greatly  aggravated  the  difficulty  of  intro- 
ducing any  other  Gospel  among  those  by  whom 
one  of  the  Gospels  had  been  ahready  received. 

Let  us,  for  instance,  suppose  the  Gospel  as- 
cribed to  Luke  to  have  been  presented  for  the 
first  time  to  Christians,  who  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  use  only  that  ascribed  to  Matthew. 
Upon  first  opening  the  former,  they  would  have 
been  shocked  at  finding  a  genealogy  of  Christ 
quite  different  from  that  with  which  they  were 
familiar.  They  would  next  have  missed,  in  its 
place,  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and,  having 
found  a  portion  of  it  elsewhere,  they  would 
have  regarded  it  as  inaccurately  reported,  when 
they  perceived,  that  with  much  verbal  similarity, 
different  thoughts  were  in  fact  expressed.  They 
would  have  been  offended  by  an  arrangement 
of  events  throughout  the  narrative,  irreconcilaUe 
with  that  m  their  own  Gospel.     They  would 
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hare  discovered  that  even  a  different  name, 
Levi,  was  given  to  die  supposed  author  of  that 
Gospel,  in  the  account  of  bis  being  callad  by 
Christ  to  be  an  Apostle.  Upon  further  exami- 
nation, many  other  discrepancies,  real  or  appar- 
ent, that  is,  many  other  reasons  for  rejecting 
this  new  history,  would  hare  [H^esented  them- 
selves; and  so  far  from  its  being  admitted  to 
the  same  rank  with  that  which  they  had  before 
used,  it  would  have  been  thrown  aside  with 
strong  dislike.  Beside  the  prejudice  against  it 
which  would  thus  necessarily  exist,  we  must 
recollect  that  all  well-founded  claims  to  gen- 
uineness and  credit  are  excluded  by  the  suppo- 
ffltion  we  are  considering.  There  is,  therefore, 
no  other  account  to  be  given  of  the  common 
reception  of  these  two  Gospels,  together  with 
the  remaining  two,  as  all  of  equal  authority, 
except  this,  that  they  had  been  handed  down 
fix>m  the  apostolic  age  as  the  works  of  the  per- 
sons to  whom  they  were  ascribed,  and  had 
always  been  regarded  as  of  equal  authority. 

To  recur  for  a  moment  to  the  noticm  of  a 
concerted  plan  to  select  our  present  Gospels, 
ascribe  them  to  certain  authors,  and  bring  them 
into  common  use,  it  may  be  observed,  that  the 
more  intelligent  Christians  before  the  end  of  the 
second    century  would  not  have  concerted   a 


188  EVIDENCES  OF  THE 

plan  to  bring  four  Gospels  into  use,  which  the 
most  able  and  learned  of  their  immediate  suc- 
cessors, Origen,  thought  exposed  to  such  serious 
objections,  when  compared  with  each  other. 

With  the  argument  just  stated,  a  considera- 
tion is  connected  which  deserves  particular  at- 
tention. It  is,  that  if  the  genuineness  of  any 
one  of  the  four  Gospels  be  proved,  a  very  strong 
presumption  immediately  arises  in  favor  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  remaining  three.  If  the 
four  Gospels  were  not  handed  down  from  the 
apostolic  age,  and  received  in  common  by  suc- 
ceeding Christians,  then  at  some  period  after 
that  age  their  respective  claims  to  authority 
must  havQ  come  in  competition.  But,  if  any 
one  of  them  were  genuine,  the  authority  of  this 
had  been  acknowledged  since  the  times  of  the 
Apostles.  Now  we  cannot  suppose  that  Chris- 
tians, accustomed  to  use  a  gospel  which  they 
believed,  or  rather,  whicB,  from  the  nature  of 
the  case,  they  knew  to  be  genuine,  would  re- 
ceive a  spurious  history  of  Christ  as  of  equal 
authority.  All  their  prejudices  would  have  been 
in  favor  of  the  book  to  which  they  were  accus- 
tomed. This,  then,  being  genuine,  and  the 
other  spurious,  the  evidence  for  the  former  being 
decisive,  and  the  pretended  evidence  in  favor  of 
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the  latter  false,  there  could  be  little  probability 
that  the  new  work  would  be  classed  with  that 
abready  received,  as  a  sacred  book  of  the  highest 
value.  No  probable  motive,  nor  mistake,  can 
be  imagined  which  might  lead  to  so  extraordi- 
nary a  result. 

This  is  taking  the  most  obvious  view  of  the 
subject.  But  when  we  further  consider  the 
discrepancies  among  the  Gospels,  and  reflect 
that  the  new  history  must  have  appeared,  in 
some  respects,  inconsistent  with,  and  contra- 
dictory to,  that  genuine  Gospel,  the  authority 
of  which  was  already  established,  we  perceive 
how  incredible  it  is  that  the  former  would  have 
been  placed  on  a  level  with  the  latter.  Without 
doubt,  it  would  have  been  rejected.  Common 
policy  alone,  if  it  were  necessary  to  recur  to 
such  a  consideration,  would  have  prevented 
Christians  from  giving  the  same  authority  to 
a  spurious  as  to  a  genuine  book,  if  discrepan- 
cies existed  between  them ;  as  these  discrepan- 
cies would  expose  the  whole  history  to  the  cavils 
and  objections  of  unbelievers. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  if  any  one  of  the 
Gospels  be  genuine,  this  circumstance  alone 
goes  far  to  prove  that  all  are  genuine.  If  the 
evidence  for  either  of  the  Gospels  had  been 
much  weaker  than  that  for  the  other  three,  its 
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discrepancies  from  tbem,  if  there  had  been  no 
other  cause,  would  have  decided  its  rejection. 
The  feet,  diat  we  have  four  Gospels,  which,  with 
all  their  essential  agreement,  difier  so  much  from 
each  other,  is  a  very  important  means  of  proving 
the  genuineness  of  all  and  of  any  one  of  them. 
That  these  discrepancies  should  serve  to  confirm 
our  faith  in  all  that  is  essential  or  important  in 
the  narrative  contained  in  the  Gospels,  has  been 
often  observed.  They  show  that  the  writers 
had  each  independent  means  of  information. 
Such  discrepancies  naturally,  and  almost  neces- 
sarily, exist  among  aH  original  histories  of  the 
same  events. 


We  will  pass  to  another  c(»isideration,  show- 
ing that  the  Gospels  must  have  been  transmitted 
as  genuine  from  the  apostfdic  age. 

They  are,  evidently,  the  works  of  Jewish  au- 
thors.*    But  the  Grospels  descend  to  us  through 

*  To  this  statement  may  be  objected  the  opinion,  which  has 
obtained  some  currency,  that  Luke  was  a  Gentile  by  birth.  But 
this  opinion  is  countenanced  hy  only  a  very  slight  show  of  evi- 
dence. 

The  main  argument  for  it  is  deriyed  from  the  concluding  yerses 
of  the  Epistle  to  the  Colossians,  where  St.  Paul,  a^r  sending 
salutations  from  some  whom  he  designates  as  "  of  the  circumcis- 
ion "  (ch.  iy.  11),  afterwards  sends  salutations  from  others,  whom 
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the  Gentile  branch  of  Christians.  Now,  as  has 
been  already  observed,^  the  Jewish  and  Gentile 
Christians,  from  the  first  admission  of  the  latter 
into  the  church,  had  a  strong  tendency  to  sepa- 


it  is  supposed  that  he  meant  to  distinguish  from  those  first  men- 
tioned by  him,  as  not  being  of  the  circumcision.  Among  them  is 
Luke,  and  hence  it  has  been  inferred  that  Luke  was  by  toth  a 
Gentile. 

But  those  who  favor  this  opinion  admit  that  he  was  a  proselyte 
to  the  Jewish  religion  befinre  becoming  a  Christian  ;  and  Lardner 
has  shown  that  there  were  not,  as  has  been  represented,  two 
classes  of  proselytes  among  the  Jews,  one  circumcised,  and  the 
other  uncircumcised.  (Works,  Ed.  4to.  1815.  Vol.  EI.  p.  395, 
seqq.  Vol.  V.  p.  496,  seqq.  Compare  Wetstein's  note,  N.  T. 
Vol.  I.  pp.  483-485.  See  also  Justin  Martyr's  Dial,  cum  Tryph. 
pp.  399-401.  Ed.  Thirlb.  or  p.  215.  Ed.  Maran.)  All  proselytes 
were  circumcised.  If  Luke,  therefore,  had  been  a  proselyte,  it 
could  not  have  been  the  purpose  of  the  Apostle  to  distinguish 
him  as  not  being  of  the  circumcision ;  and  the  argument,  there- 
fore, falls  to  the  ground. 

But  the  question  whether  Luke  were  a  Jew  or  Gentile  by  birth 
is  wholly  unimportant,  not  merely  in  regard  to  the  reasoning  in  the 
text,  but  in  regard  to  the  correct  use  of  language  in  calling  him 
*'  a  Jewish  writer."  Proselytes,  as  we  learn  firom  Dion  Caasius 
(quoted  by  Wetstein,  ttbi  sup.)y  were  commonly  called  Jews ;  they 
being  Jews  by  religion,  and  haying  become  incorporated  with  the 
Jewish  nation.  St.  Luke  (not,  however,  as  I  conceive,  on  the 
ground  of  lus  being  a  proselyte,  but  because  he  was  a  Jew  by 
birth)  ranks  himself  with  Jews  in  the  commencement  of  lus  Gos- 
pel, speakmg  '<  of  the  events  accomplished  among  k«."  What- 
ever question  may  have  been  raised  respecting  the  parentage  of 
Luke,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  author  of  the  Gospel  as^ 
cribed  to  him  was  a  Jew  by  birth  or  by  adoption, — a  Jewish  writer. 

*  See  before,  pp.  88,  83. 
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rate,  and  form  distinct  societies.  Hardly  held 
together  by  the  authority  of  the  Apostles,  they 
seem  to  have  started  asmider  as  soon  as  the 
power  of  the  Apostles  was  removed.  Very 
soon,  the  Gentile  Christians  far  outnumbered 
the  Jewish ;  and  the  two  parties  seem  to  have 
regarded  each  other  with  somewhat  the  same 
feelings  as  had  belonged  to  Jews  and  Gentiles 
before  the  introduction  of  Christianity.  Before 
the  close  of  the  second  century,  we  find  the 
Jewish  Christians,  with,  perhaps,  some  individ- 
ual exceptions,  regarded  as  heretics,  under  the 
name  of  Ebionites.  There  is,  therefore,  a  great 
improbabihty,  that,  at  any  period  after  the 
apostolic  age,  Gentile  Christians  would  have 
received  from  Jewish  Christians  four  spurious 
histories  of  Christ,  purporting  to  have  been  writ- 
ten by  Apostles,  and  companions  of  Apostles; 
and  would  have  deferred  with  such  credulity 
to  their  testimony,  as  to  ascribe  to  these  works 
the  character  of  sacred  books. 

The  improbability  of  this  supposition  is  in- 
creased by  the  fact,  that  the  four  Greek  Gospels, 
the  works  in  question,  were  not  in  common  use 
among  Jewish  Christians.  They  made  use  only 
of  a  Hebrew  Gospel,  which,  there  seems  to  be 
no  reason  to  doubt,  was,  as  they  first  received 
it,  the  Hebrew  original  of  Matthew's  Gospel, 
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though  this,  in  process  of  time,  became  cor- 
rupted in  their  hands.  Their  early  reception  of 
the  Hebrew  original  may  have  countenanced  the 
use  of  the  Greek  translation  of  Matthew ;  but 
in  regard  to  the  other  three  Gospels,  the  Gentile 
Christians  could  not  have  received  them  upon 
the  authority  and  recommendation  of  the  Jewish 
Christians,  by  whom  they  were  not  used. 

But  there  is  another  circumstance  to  be  con- 
sidered. The  Gospels  are  evidently  the  work, 
not  merely  of  Jewish  authors,  but  of  urdeamed 
Jewish  authors,  men  unskilled  in  the  use  of 
language  generally,  and  of  the  Greek  language 
in  particular.  These  writings  can  make  no 
pretension  to  any  merely  literary  merit.  Their 
Hebraistic  style  and  idioms,  with  the  peculiar 
senses  given  to  words,  must  have  obscured  their 
meaning,  and  made  them  appear  barbarous  to 
those  whose  native  language  was  the  Greek. 
Origen  informs  us,  that  "  the  style  of  the  Scrip- 
tures was  regarded  by  the  Greeks  as  poor  and 
contemptible."*  "  Literary  men,"  says  Lactan- 
tius,  "when  they  give  their  attention  to  the 
religion  of  God,  unless  they  receive  their  funda- 
mental instruction  from  some  able  teacher,  do 
not  become  believers.      For  being  accustomed 

•  Comment,  in  Joan.    Tom.  iv.  §  2.    0pp.  IV.  93. 
90 
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to  pleasing  and  polished  dwcaurses  and  poems, 
they  despise  as  sordid  the  simple  and  common 
language  of  the  dirine  writings.'^*  Ify  there- 
fore, the  Gospels  had  not  been  genuine,  their 
style  and  idiom  alone  would  have  formed  no 
small  obstacle  to  their  reception. 

Let  us  now  put  these  circtsmstaaces  together, 
and,  adverting  merely  to  the  particular  view 
of  the  subject  just  taken,,  consider  what  is  ne- 
cessarily embraced  in  the  sopposition,  that  the 
Grospels,  being  spurious,  obtained  general  author- 
ity after  the  apostolic  age.  Acconfing  to  this 
supposition,  while  the  Jewish  and  Gentile  Chris- 
tians were  regarding  each  other  with,  but  little 
&vor,  four  spurious  wovksy  the  prodnctioft  of 
illiterate  Jewisll  writecs  whose  names  aie  wholly 
unknown,  the  style  of  which  most  ha^e  been 
repulsive  to  Greeks,  and  three  of  which  were 
not  in  common  use  among  Jewish  Chrisriadu, 
and  therefore  not  recommended  by  their  sm- 
thority,  whatever  weight  that  might  have  had, 
all^  in  a  body,  obtained  the  highest  credit,  as 
sacted  books,  throughout  the  widely  dispersed 
community  oS  Gentile  Christians. 


It  is  acknowledged   that   the  four   Grospels 


•  Institut.  VI.  §31/ 
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were  leceived  with  the  greatest  respect,  as  gen- 
uine and  sacred  books,  bjr  catholic  Christians, 
that  is,  by  the  great  body  of  Christians,  at  the 
end  of  the  second  century.  But  earlier  than 
this  time,  it  has  been  pretended  that  we  find 
BO  trace  of  dieir  existence ;  and  hence  it  has 
been  inferred,  that  befiore  th^  time  they  were 
not  in  common  use,  and  were  but  little  known, 
even  if  extant  in  their  present  state.^  I  shall 
heeeafter  produce  notices  of  their  existence  at  a 
much  eaiiier  period.  But  wsuving,  ^  the  pes- 
ent,  this  consideration,  the  reasoning  appears 
not  a  little  extraordinary.  About  the  end  of  the 
second  century,  the  Oospels  were  reverenced 
as  sacred  books  by  a  comnmnity  dispersed  over 
the  world,  composed  of  men  of  dijQferent  nations 
and  languages.  There  were,  to  say  the  least, 
sixty  thousand  copies  of  them  in  existence  ;t 
they  were  read  in  the  churches  of  Christians ; 
they  were  continually  quoted,  and  appealed  to, 
as  of  the  highest  authority ;  their  reputation  was 
as  weU  established  among  believers  from  one 
end  of  the  Roman  empire  to  the  other,  as  it  is 
at  the  present  day  among  Christians  in  any 
country.  But  it  is  asserted,  that  before  that 
period  we  find  no  trace  of  their  existence ;  and 


*  See  before,  pp.  IS,  14. 


t  See  before,  p.  53. 
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it  is,  therefore,  inferred  that  they  were  not  in 
common  use,  and  but  little  known,  even  if  ex- 
tant in  their  present  form.  This  reasoning  is 
of  the  same  kind  as  if  one  were  to  say,  that 
the  first  mention  of  Egyptian  Thebes  is  in  the 
poems  of  Homer.  He,  indeed,  describes  it  as 
a  city  which  poured  a  hundred  armies  from  its 
hundred  gates ;  but  his  is  the  first  mention  of  it, 
and  therefore  we  have  no  reason  to  suppose 
that,  before  his  time,  it  was  a  place  of  any  con- 
siderable note.  The  general  reception  of  the 
Gospels  as  books  of  the  highest  authority,  at  the 
end  of  the  second  century,  necessarily  implies 
their  celebrity  at  a  much  earlier  period,  and  the 
long  continued  operation  of  causes  sufficient  to 
produce  so  remarkable  a  phenomenon. 

This  phenomenon,  it  may  appear  from  what  has 
been  said,  could  not  have  been  the  result  of  any 
combination,  nor  of  fraud,  nor  accident.  Those 
by  whom  the  Gospels  were  received  as  books  of 
the  highest  value  were  men  superior,  generally, 
in  moral  and  intellectual  qualities,  to  their  con- 
temporaries; if  they  were  deceived,  it  was  at 
their  peril ;  they  enjoyed  such  means  of  knowl- 
edge concerning  the  history  of  the  Gospels  as 
might,  and,  we  may  truly  say,  must  have  re- 
moved all  doubt  whether  they  were  genuine  or 
not ;  and  in  their  words  and  by  their  lives,  they 
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unequivocally  affirmed  them  to  be  genuine.  The 
first  three  Gospels,  when  compared  together, 
present  appearances  which,  viewed  in  connec- 
tion with  the  fact  of  their  general  reception, 
admit  of  no  explanation  that  does  not  suppose 
their  genuineness.  But  further ;  —  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  the  Gospels  must  have  made 
their  way  to  general  reception  by  their  intrinsic 
worth  and  authority.  Four  histories  of  Christ, 
the  work  of  unlearned  Jewish  authors,  written 
m  a  style  which  must  have  appeared  barbarous 
to  native  Greeks,  and  regarded  by  those  who 
held  them  in  the  highest  respect  as  presenting 
discrepancies  with  each  other,  which,  in  the  lit- 
eral sense  of  their  words,  were  irreconcilable, 
obtained  equal  reception  throughout  the  Chris- 
tian community,  from  beyond  the  Euphrates, 
through  Asia  Minor,  Greece,  Egypt,  and  Italy, 
to  the  western  coasts  of  Spain  and  Africa. 
They  were  received  as  sacred  books  by  portions 
of  this  community,  who,  probably,  had  never 
heard  of  each  other's  existence.  Wherever  the 
religion  had  spread,  they  had  spread  with  it. 
The  faith  of  Christians  rested  on  the  belief  of 
their  authenticity.  Of  these  facts,  no  other 
account  can  be  given,  than  that  those  writings 
were  derived  from  the  same  sources  as  the  re- 
tigion  itself;  and  had  been  handed  down  with 
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it  from  the  apostoKc  age,  as  its  authentic  rec- 
ords. But  if  this  be  so,  bo  reasonable  question 
can  be  raised  respecting  their  gentnneness.  It 
could  not  be  established  by  any  pvoof  more 
decisive  and  unsus^ioss,  than  what  has  just 
been  stated ;  (or  it  appears  as  a  secessarj  in- 
ference from  notoriotis  and  indisputable  facts. 


Such  is  the  coKiusion  concerning  the  gen- 
oineness  of  the  Gospeb  to  be  drawn  from  the 
fiict  of  their  reception  as  genuine  throughout 
the  community  of  catholic  Christians  in  the  last 
quarter  of  the  second  century.  But  all  reason- 
ing on  historical  subjects,  however  decisive  it 
may  seem,  admits  of  confirmation ;  and  we  are 
not  satisfied,  till  whatever  difficulties  have  been 
opposed  to  it  are  removed.  We  will,  therefore, 
proceed  to  examine  whether  the  conclusion  to 
which  we  have  arrived  is  confirmed  or  weak- 
ened by  evidence  from  a  still  earlier  period. 
We  will  first  attend  to  the  evidence  of  Justin 
Martyr.  It  has  been  maintained,  as  we  have 
before  seen^^  that  he  did  not  quote  die  Gospels. 
But,  consistentiy  wilii  the  condusion  to  which 
we  have  arrived,  and  in  confirmation  of  it,  I 

•  See  before,  pp.  7-9. 
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trust  it  may  be  clearly  shown,  that  he  did  quote 
the  same  Gospels  to  which  we  now  appeal,  and 
that  he,  and  the  Christians  contemporary  with 
him,  held  them  in  as  high  respect  as  the  Chris- 
tians who  immediately  succeeded  him,  or  as  do 
Christians  at  the  present  day. 


CHAPTER  II. 

EVIDENCE   TO   BE   DERIVED    FROM    THE   WRITINGS    OF   JUSTIN 
MARTYR. 

In  ascending  toward  the  apostolic  age,  after 
the  fathers  who  have  been  mentioned  in  the  last 
chapter,  we  come  to  Justin  Martyr,  who  flour- 
ished about  the  year  160.  He  was  of  Gentile 
extraction,  born  in  Flavia  Neapolis,  a  city  of 
Samaria,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  first,  or  begin- 
ning of  the  second  century.  He  studied  the 
different  systems  of  heathen  philosophy  under 
several  masters.  He  preferred  the  Platonic; 
until  he  became  acquainted  with  Christianity, 
which  he  then  embraced,  as  the  only  "  certain 
and  useful  philosophy."  He  appears  to  have 
spent  much  of  his  life  in  travelling;  and,  ac- 
cording to  Eusebius,  chose  Rome  for  his  resi- 
dence, where,  as  there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt, 
he  suffered  martyrdom.  As  early  as  the  year 
150,  he  addressed  a  Defence  of  Christianity 
to  the  Emperor  Antoninus  Pius,  in  connection 
with  Marcus  Antoninus  and  Lucius  Verus,  and 
the  Roman  senate  and  people.     Afterwards,  he 


GENUINENESS  OP  THE  GOSPELS.         201 

wrote  another  work  in  explanation  and  defence 
of  Christianity,  in  the  form  of  a  dialogue  with 
an  unbelieving  Jew,  called  Trypho,  It  is  doubt- 
ful .whether  the  form  given  to  it  be  wholly  ficti- 
tious, or  whether  the  work  were  occasioned  by 
a  conference  which  actually  took  place.  Not 
long  before  his  death  he  published  a  second 
Defence  of  Christianity.  His  two  defences  are 
commonly  called  Apologies,  the  name  being 
used  in  the  sense  of  the  Greek  word  from  which 
it  is  derived,  namely,  "  defence,''  "  vindication.'' 
Beside  those  that  have  been  mentioned,  Justin 
composed  writings  which  are  lost.  There  are 
three  other  short  works  extant,  of  which  he 
was  perhaps  the  author.*  But  they  are  all 
addressed  to  Gentile  unbelievers,  and  contain  no 
reference  to  any  book  giving  a  history  of  Christ. 
This  is  true,  likewise,  of  his  second  Apology, 
which  is  short.  It  was  occaaioned  by  a  partic* 
ular  act  of  persecution  at  Rome,  in  which  three 
Christians  were  put  to  death.  Our  attention, 
therefore,  is  confined  to  the  first  Apology,  and 
the  Dialogue  with  Trypho. 

From  these  works  of  Justin  might  be  ex- 
tracted a  brief  account  of  the  life  and  doctrines 


*  Ad  Gneoo&Orstio,  Ad  Gneoos  Cohortatio,  De  Monarchia. 
26 
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of  Christ,  correspooding  witk  that  oontaiiied  ia 
the  Gospels,  and  corresponding  to  such  a  de« 
gree,  both  in  matter  and  words,  that  almost 
every  quotation  and  reference  may  be  readily 
assigned  to  its  proper  place  in  one  or  other  of 
the  Gospels.  There  was,  consequendy,  till 
within  a  short  period,  no  doubt  entertained  that 
the  Gospels  were  quoted  by  Justin.  The  £icts 
just  mentioiied  do  not  fuDy  establish  this  propo^ 
sition ;  but  they  afibrd  a  strong  preeumptbn  of 
its  truth.  To  the  supposition,  howerer,  thai 
Justin  quoted  the  Gospels,  objectioBS  hare  been 
made,  which,  as  far  as  they  are  important,  may 
be  reduced  to  the  three  following  heads. 

L  Hb  nowhere  designates  any  one  of  the 
Gospels  by  the  tide  of  it  afterwards  in  use,  or 
names  the  Evangelists  as  the  authors  whom  he 
quotes.  His  quotations  are  taken  from  what  be 
calls  <<  Memoirs  by  the  Aposties";  for  so  we 
may  translate  the  tide  whkh  he  gives  to  the 
Work  or  works  to  which  he  appeals.* 

IL  There  is  a  great  want  of  verbal  coincF 
dence  between  his  quotations,  and  the  corre- 
sponding passages  in  the  Gospels. 

III.  He  has  passages  apparendy  or  professed^ 
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iy  takea  from  the  written  historj  of  Christ  used 
by  hhn,  which  are  not  found  in  the  Gospels.* 

The  facts  stated  in  the  first  two  ol^ections 
admit  of  sufficient  exidanation,  by  attending  to 
the  character  of  Justin's  writings,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  they  were  composed* 
His  quotatio&s  are  found,  as  has  been  said,  in 
his  first  and  longer  Apology,  and  in  his  Dialogue 
with  Trypho.  In  the  former  work,  he  gives  an 
account  of  Christ  and  his  ministry,  of  the  doc- 
trines and  precepts  oi  his  religion,  and  of  the 
character  of  his  fdlowers.  He  is,  throughout, 
addressing  heathens. 

We  will  first,  then,  consider  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  described  the  Gospels  (as  we 
beliere)  in  this  Apology.f     He  quotes  much 


*  Thflte  objeetioDs  tre  stsled  in  a  diasertatioD  bj  F.  A.  Stfoih, 
pdUiafaed  in  the  flist  volonie  of  Eicbhoni^s  Repertoriam,  tad  en- 
titled, Entdecte  Fngmente  dee  Evangeliums  naoh  den  Hebraem 
in  Justin  dem  Martyrer,  i.  e.  Fragments  of  the  Gospel  according 
to  the  Hebrews  discovered  in  Justin  Man3rr. — Eiohhom's  Ein- 
leitung  in  d.  N.  T.  L  78- 106.  ^Bishop  Marsh's  Letters  to  the 
anonymous  Author  of  Remarks  on  Miohaelis  and  his  Comment 
tator,  pp.  S8-33, — and  his  lUustralion  of  his  Hypothesis  re- 
apecting  the  Origin  and  Compositioo  of  our  three  first  Gespels, 
Appendix,  pp.  23-79. 

t  The  order  of  the  Apologies  in  the  older  editions  being  in- 
verted, the  first  written  is  often  cited  as  the  second ;  as  it  is  bj 
Eichhom.    This  ftct,  if  not  exidaiiied,  niight  prodnoe  Jwnie  oon- 
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from  them  without  any  express  reference  or 
description,  which>  however,  he  has  given  three 
times,  in  the  following  words. 

h  ^^And  the  messenger  then  sent  to  that 
virgin  announced  to  her  the  glad  news,  saying, 
<  Behold,  thou  shalt  conceive  through  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  bring  forth  a  son^  and  he  shall  be  the 
son  of  the  Most  High ;  and  thou  shalt  call  his 
name  Jesus ;  for  he  shall  deliver  his  people  from 
their  sins';  as  those  who  have  written  memoirs 
concerning  every  thing  relating  to  our  SaviouTy 
Jesus  Christy  have  taughlj  whom  we  bdieve.^^  * 

2.  In  giving  an  account  of  the  Last  Supper 
of  our  Lord,  He  says :  —  ^^  The  Apostles^  in  the 
Memoirs  composed  by  them^  which  are  called 
Gospels^  have  thus  informed  us,"  t  &c. 

3.  He  says:  —  "On  the  day  which  is  called 
the  day  of  the  Sun  [Sunday],  we  all,  whether 
dwelling  in  cities  or  in  the  country,  assemUe 
together ;  when  the  Memoirs  by  the  Aposdes,t 
or  the  writings  of  the  Prophets,  are  read,  as 

fusion.  I  call  that  the  first  Apology  which  was  first  written, 
and  which  is  placed  first  in  the  later  editions ;  and  follow,  in 
quoting,  the  pages  of  Thirlhy's  edition. 

X^tfTtS  QlUj^f,  §!$  Irirrt^MfUK  p.  54. 

t  0/  yk^  *K9Ur$XM  U  r»tt  yt'Hitktut  W  kwrm  'Avf^vw/MVi^AAvi  J 
jMiXiTrwr  'SAmyykktm^  •Irmt  irmi^miun,  p.  96. 

X  TA  'Art^nf/MM^r*  win  'AweriKmf.  p.  07. 
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long  as  time  permits."  He  then  describes  the 
rest  of  the  service,  which  consisted  in  an  ex- 
hortation, prayer,  the  celebration  of  the  Lord's 
Supper,  and  a  contribution  for  the  poor. 

We  believe,  that  the  books  of  which  Justin 
thus  speaks  were  the  Gospels ;  and  it  does  not 
appear  how,  in  addressing  a  heathen  emperor, 
and  heathen  readers,  he  could  have  described 
them  more  clearly  than  he  has  done,  or  afforded 
more  satisfactory  proof  that  they  were  the  works 
to  which  he  appealed.  How  early  the  term  ren- 
dered "  Gospel "  came  to  be  applied  to  a  history 
of  Christ  is  uncertain.  We  have  no  evidence 
that  it  was  so  long  before  the  time  of  Justin.  In 
this  application  the  word  was  so  removed  from 
its  original  sense,  that  the  meaning  piit  upon  it 
would  not  have  been  understood,  without  ex- 
planation, by  a  native  Greek,  acquainted  only 
vnth  its  common  use  in  his  language.  If  it  was 
perceived  to  be  the  title  of  a  book,  it  would  still 
convey  to  him  no  proper  and  distinct  notion  of 
the  contents  of  that  book.  This,  therefore,  was 
not  a  title  to  be  used  without  explanation  by 
Justin,  in  addressing  a  Roman  emperor.  Nor 
would  there  have  been  more  propriety  in  his 
giving  the  names  of  the  authors  of  the  respect- 
ive Gospels.  Of  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  and 
John,  neither  the  emperor,  nor  the  generality  of 
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those  heathens  who  might  read  his  Apolc^, 
had,  probaUj,  ever  heard*  The  names  of  four 
uiik]M)wn  individuals  would  have  carried  with 
them  no  historical  authority.  Considering  the 
state  of  things  at  the  time  when  Justin  wrote, 
there  would  have  been  something  incongruous, 
and  almost  hidicrous,  in  quoting  by  name  ^  The 
Gospel  according  to  Matthew,''  or  "  The  Gospel 
according  to  Luke,"  in  an  address  to  the  Roman 
empen»r  and  senate.  The  object  of  Justin  m 
appealing  to  any  history  of  Christ  was  to  show, 
that  4iis  own  statements  rested  on  autbcmty  ac^ 
knowledged  by  those  in  whose  name  he  spoke- 
It  was  necessary,  therefore,  for  him  to  describe 
those  books  in  words  which  would  be  under* 
stood,  and  which  would  show,  at  the  same  time, 
how  they  were  esteemed  by  Christians.  This 
is  what  he  has  done.  He  calls  them  ^^  Memoirs 
by  the  Apostles."  The  description  was  of  the 
kind  which  his  purpose  required,  and  was  suffi- 
ciently correct;  fcwr  though  only  two  of  the 
Gospels  were  written  by  Apostles,  the  other 
two,  according  to  the  universal  sentiment  of  an^ 
tiquity,  were  considered  as  carrying  with  them 
apostolic  authority;  being  sanctioned  by  Apos- 
tles, and  containing  only  narratives  derived  from 
them.  We  shall  presently  perceive,  that  on 
another  occasion  he  expressed  himself  with  per* 
feet  accuracy. 
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In  his  Dialogue  with  Trjpho^  Justin  defends 
and  maintains  Christianity  against  the  objections 
of  the  nnbelieiing  Jews.  Like  his  Apologies, 
therefore,  this  work  was  intended  to  be  read  by 
unbelievers,  and  by  unbelievers  who,  as  appears 
firom  a  passage  to  be  hereafter  quoted,  might 
never  have  heard  the  names  of  the  Evangelists. 
In  speaking  of  the  Gospels,  Justin,  accordingly, 
ptffsues  the  same  course  as  in  his  Apology.  But 
in  this  Dialogue,  we  find  the  fidtowing  passage. 
^In  those  itfanoir^,"  says  Justin,  ^^  which  I 
affkm  to  have  been  composed  by  Apostles  if 
Christ  and  their  campanionsj  it  is  written^  that 
sweat,  like  drops  of  blood,  flowed  from  him 
while  he  was  praying."  No  descripticm  of  the 
four  Gospels  coidd  be  more  precise  than  what 
is  here  given.  They  are  described  as  <<  Memoirs 
of  Christ  composed  by  Aposdes  and  their  com^ 
panions."  * 

That  companions  of  the  Aposdes  are  here 
named  by  Justin  serves  especially  to  prove, 
that  he  referred  to  the  Gospels,  when  viewed 
in  connection  with  the  fact,  that  the  passage 
which  he  immediately  quotes  is  found  only  in 
the  Gospel  of  Luke,  who  was  a  companicm  of 


mnrtHx^*  p*  361. 
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the  Apostles.  In  another  place,*  a  little  after, 
Justin  speaks  of  our  Saviour's  changing  the 
name  of  Peter,  "as  it  is  written  in  his  Me- 
moirs"; and  likewise  of  his  giving  to  James 
and  John  the  name  of  Boanerges.\  By  his 
Memoirs,  according  to  Justin's  constant  use  of 
language,  we  must  understand  Memoirs  of  which 
Peter  may  be  regarded  as  the  author4  But  it 
was  the  opinion  of  the  ancients,  that  Mark's 
Gospel  was  essentially  the  narrative  of  Peter, 
and  thus  entitled  to  apostolic  authority.  The 
mention  of  the  surname  given  to  James  and 
John  is  to  be  found  in  no  other  Gospel. 

The  explanation  which  has  been  given  of  the 
fact,  that  Justin  does  not  mention  the  Evange- 
lists by  name,  is  confirmed  by  a  passage  before 
referred  to,^  as  proving  that  those  for  whom  he 
intended  his  work  might  never  have  heard  the 
names  of  the  Evangelists.  He  believed  that 
the  Apocalypse  was  written  by  St.  John ;  and 

*  P.  365.  t  Comp.  Maik  iii.  17. 

X  As  'Aarwrixmp  elsewhere  when  goremed  by  'Artfumfu 


denotes  the  anthers  and  not  the  subjects  of  these  Memoirs,  so  in 
this  passage,  the  genitive  mir§S  mnst  refer  to  him  who  was  re- 
garded, in  a  certain  sense,  as  the  author  of  the  work  in  question, 
namely,  Peter,  and  not  to  the  subject  of  the  worlc,  Christ.  Justin 
nowhere  uses  the  expression,  'Atrt^fnftmifmrm  X^tgrtS. 
^  On  the  preceding  page. 
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in  defending  the  doctrine  of  a  Millennium,  after 
quoting  passages  from  the  Old  Testament,  he 
appeals  to  that  work  in  the  following  terms :  — 
^^And  a  man  of  our  own  number,  by  name 
John,  one  of  the  Aposdes  of  Christ,  in  the  rev- 
elation which  was  made  by  him,  has  prophesied 
that  the  believers  in  our  Christ  shall  spend  a 
thousand  years  in  Jerusalem;  and  that  after 
this,  will  be,  to  speak  briefly,  the  general  and 
eternal  resurrection  and  judgment  of  all  men 
together.''*  With  the  exception  of  St.  Paul, 
there  was  probably  no  one  of  the  early  disciples 
whose  name  was  more  likely  to  be  known  to 
unbelievers,  than  that  of  St.  John ;  yet  we  see 
in  what  manner  he  is  here  mentioned.  It  is 
easy  to  perceive  how  little  advantage  or  propri- 
ety there  would  have  been  in  Justin's  quoting 
the  Evangelists  by  name,  when  addressing  those 
to  whom  their  names  were  unknown.  Nor  was 
there  any  cause  why,  with  the  purpose  which  he 
had  in  view,  either  in  his  Apology  or  his  Dia- 
logue with  Trypho,  he  should  be  careful  to  dis- 
tinguish between  what  he  took  from  one  Evan- 
gelist, and  what  from  another.  He  regarded  all 
as  of  equal  authority.  There  was,  therefore, 
no  reason  why  he  should  specify  the  different 

•  P.  316. 
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Evangelists  by  name  in  quoting  their  Gospels. 
There  was  not  even  a  suitable  occasion  for  him 
to  do  so. 

IL  We  come,  then,  to  the  second  objection, 
the  want  of  verbal  coincidence  between  the  quo- 
tations of  Justin,  and  the  corresponding  passages 
in  the  Gospels. 

In  order  to  understand  the  precise  force  o( 
this  objection,  it  should  be  premised,  that  in  the 
quotations  in  question  the  language  answers  in 
great  part  to  that  of  the  Evangelists ;  but  that 
the  cases  are  comparatively  rare  in  which  a 
series  of  words  of  any  considerable  length  runs 
strictly  parallel  with  the  corresponding  passage 
in  the  Gospels.  There  is  commonly  a  change, 
addition,  or  omission  of  one  or  more  words,  or  an 
alteration  in  the  construction  or  arrangement* 

Respecting  the  objection,  as  thus  explained, 
it  may  first  be  remarked,  that  it  proceeds  on 
a  false  assumption  concerning  the  degree  of 
Accuracy  generally  to  be  found  in  the  quotations 


•  For  a  specimen  of  Justin's  qaotations,  see  Additional  Note,  E. 
All  his  quotations  corresponding  to  passages  in  the  Goepeb 
are  professed!/  collected  hy  Stroth,  p.  41,  seqq.,  and  are  copied 
from  him  by  Eichhom,  who  has  likewise  given,  side  by  side,  the 
passages  in  the  Gospels,  for  the  sake  of  conyenience  in  comparing 
them.    Einleit.  I.  515,  seqq. 
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of  the  fathers,  in  cases  where  no  particular  cir- 
cumstance operated  to  produce  it.     Strict  verbal 
coincidence  between  their  citations  from  Scrip- 
ture, and  the  text  of  the  New  Testament  or  of 
the  Septuagint,  from  which  they  quoted,  is  not 
to  be  confidently  expected,  except  under  con- 
ditions which  do  not  apply  to  Justin's  citations 
from  the  Gospels.      The  fathers  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  quoted  verbally  in  their  commen- 
taries ;  because  they  may  be  supposed  to  have 
written  with  the  volume,  on  which  they  were 
commenting,   open   before   them.      There  is  a 
presumption,  likewise,  that  they  were  often  ac- 
curate in  their  controversial  writings ;   as  it  is 
obviously  proper,  when  a  doctrine  is  to  be  proved 
or  disproved  by  the  Scriptures,  to  produce  the 
passages  appealed  to  in  the  very  words  of  the 
original.     They  sometimes  give  poof  of  quoting 
verbally  by  remarking  on  the  various  readings 
of  a  passage.     One  father,  likewise,  from  habits 
of  critical  study  of  the  Scriptures,  is  frequently 
correct,  while  another  is  more  inaccurate.     Ori- 
gen,  for  example,  quotes,  generally,  with  closer 
adherence  to  the  text,  than  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria, of  whom  it  has  been  remarked,  that  ^^  he 
not  unfrequently  cites  from  memory ;  and  gives 
rather  the  sense  than  the  words  of  the  sacred 
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writers. ''*  But  in  many  of  the  works  of  the 
fathers,  there  is  a  want  of  verbal  coincidence 
similar  to  that  found  in  Justin's  quotations  from 
the  Gospels.  The  other  fathers,  like  Justin, 
quoted  from  memory,  carelessly,  substituting  one 
synonymous  word  or  clause  for  another,  trans- 
posing the  order  of  words  and  thoughts,  omit- 
ting parts  of  a  passage,  paraphrasing,  inserting 
their  own  explanations,  expressing  the  meaning 
in  their  own  language,  and  blending  together 
passages  which  stand  remote  from  each  other 
in  the  Scriptures.f 

Accuracy  of  quotation  seems  to  have  been 
less  regarded  by  ancient  writers,  in  general,  than 
by  modem;  a  circumstance  probably  arising 
from  the  greater  difficulty  in  procuring  and  in 
consulting  books.  It  has  been  remarked,  for 
instance,  that  Dionysius  of  Halicamassus,  in  his 
rhetorical  works,  often  quotes  the  same  passage 
differently;  and  that,  particularly,  he  has  long 
citations  from  Isocrates  repeated,  sometimes 
more  than  once,  with  variations*!  We  may 
mention,  as  another  example,  the  well  known 
fact  of  the  want  of  exactness  in  the  quotations 
firom  the  Old  Testament,  contained  in  the  Gos- 

•  Grieabach.  Symbol.  Crit.  Tom.  11.  p.  235. 

t  See  Additional  Note,  E. 

I  Yid.  Mattluei  Nov.  Test.  Graod.  Tom.  I.  ^.  690.  n.  13. 
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pels  and  Epistles.  In  ancient  times,  the  un- 
rolling of  a  Yolume  to  find  a  particular  passage 
must  have  taken  more  time,  and  given  more 
trouble,  than  the  opening  of  a  book  in  modern 
days. 

But  besides  the  false  assumption  respecting 
the  general  accuracy  of  the  fathers  in  their 
quotations,  the  objection  we  are  considering 
rests  for  support  upon  an  express  assertion  re- 
specting Justin  in  particular.  It  has  been  said, 
that  ^<  Justin  is  extremely  accurate  as  to  the 
words  of  his  quotations."  *  If  Justin  had  been 
extremely  accurate  in  his  quotations  from  other 
books,  there  might  be  a  reasonable  doubt 
whether  the  Memoirs  by  the  Apostles  were  the 
four  Gospels,  on  account  of  the  want  of  verbal 
agreement  between  his  quotations  and  the  text 
of  the  Gospels.  But  vnth  the  special  exception 
to  be  hereafter  mentioned,  which  does  not  affect 
the  present  argument,  the  assertion  is  strangely 
erroneous.  Justin's  frequent  want  of  accuracy 
in  his  quotations  has  been  remarked  in  strong 
language  by  the  commentators  on  his  writings.f 
There  is  a  great  want  of  verbal  coincidence  in 

*  Manh's  Letters,  p.  31,  note.    Comp.  Appendix  to  Illustra- 
tion, p.  33,  seqq. 
t  See  Thirlby's  edition,  pp.  75,  99,  166,  180. 
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many  of  his  quotations  from  the  Septuagint. 
He  alters  and  transposes  the  language.  He 
brings  together  detached  passages  from  the  same 
or  from  different  books,  giving  them  in  connec- 
tion, as  if  they  followed  each  other  in  the 
original.  It  is  not  uncommon  for  him  to  com- 
mit the  'ierror  of  ascribing  to  one  Prophet  the 
words  of  another ;  and  he  has  even,  apparently 
through  indistinct  recollection,  and  the  confound- 
ing of  different  things  together,  Quoted  the  Pen- 
tateuch, once  expressly,  and  once  by  implication, 
for  facts  not  to  be  found  in  it.*  I  have  noticed 
in  his  Apologies  and  Dialogue  seven  quotations 
from  Plato.  There  is  one  of  them,  consisting 
only  of  four  words  in  the  original,  which  would 
be  verbally  accurate,  if  Justin  had  not  inserted 
a  particle.  None  of  the  others  is  so.  In  three, 
he  gives  what  he  conceived  to  be  the  sense, 
without  regard  to  the  words,  of  Plato ;  and  in 
the  only  other  of  any  considerable  length  there 
is  much  discrepance  of  language.*  He  quotes 
likewise  from  Xenophon  the  story  of  the  choice 
of  Hercules,  giving  this  also  in  his  own  words. 

It  is  true  that  many  of  Justin's  quotations 
from  the  Septuagint,  in  the  Dialogue  with  Try- 
pho,  correspond  closely  to  the  text  of  the  origi- 

•  See  Additional  Note,  E. 
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nal.  But  their  difference  in  this  respect  from 
his  other  quotations  in  his  first  Apology  and  in 
the  Dialogue  is  easily  explained.  Many  of  those 
referred  to  are  of  such  length,  as,  at  first  view, 
to  render  it  improbable  that  he  trusted  to  his 
memory,  as  on  other  occasions.  In  citing  a 
whole  Psalm,  or  along  passage  from  one  of  the 
Prophets,  he  is  verbally  correct,  or  nearly  so, 
because,  as  it  may  be  presumed,  he  recurred  to 
the  volume,  and  transcribed  it.  In  his  Dia- 
logue with  Trypho,  he  is  reasoning  in  contro- 
versy with  a  Jew  from  passages  of  the  Old 
Testament;  and  this  circumstance  would  lead 
him  to  pay  particular  attention  to  accuracy  in 
citing  it.  It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  for 
his  quotations  from  the  Septuagint,  he  had  an 
invariable  archetype;  while,  on  the  contrary, 
the  same  facts  or  discourses  were  often  recorded 
in  different  terms  in  each  of  the  first  three  Gos- 
pels. This  diversity  would  tend  to  prevent  a 
distinct  and  accurate  impression  of  any  partic- 
ular form  of  words  from  being  left  on  the  mem- 
ory; and  would,  at  the  same  time,  seem  to 
prove  it  unimportant  to  adhere  closely  to  the 
language  of  any  one  of  the  Evangelists. 

It  seemed  proper  to  enter  into  the  preceding 
explanations,  in  order  to  show  the  sources  of  the 
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erroneous  reasoning  respecting  the  quotations  of 
Justin.  But  the  fact,  that  he  did  not  cite  the 
work  or  works,  which  he  entitles  Memoirs, 
with  verbal  accuracy,  admits  of  decisive  proof. 
In  at  least  seventeen  instances,  he  has  repeated 
the  same  quotation.  Now  if  he  had  cited  with 
verbal  accuracy,  every  quotation,  when  repeated, 
must  have  agreed  with  itself.  But  this  is  not 
the  fact.  Passing  over  what  may  be  considered 
as  trifling  variations,  we  find,  that  in  more  than 
half  of  them,  as  repeated,  there  is  a  striking 
want  of  correspondence,  either  in  the  words 
themselves,  or  in  their  connection  with  other 
words  quoted.*  Nothing  can  be  said,  which  will 
tend  either  to  illustrate,  or  to  set  aside,  the  infer- 
ence from  this  fact.  The  conclusion,  that  Justin 
did  not  quote  the  Memoirs  used  by  him  with 
verbal  accuracy,  is  irresistible;  and  it  is  truly 
an  extraordinary  phenomenon,  that  an  hypothe- 
sis should  have  been  built  upon  the  opposite 
supposition. 

It  would  have  been  strange  if  Justin,  in 
composing  such  works  as  he  did,  had  regarded 
verbal  accuracy  in  quoting  the  Gospels.  He 
wrote  for  unbelieving  Gentiles  and  Jews, — men 

*  See  Additional  Note,  E. 


GENUINENESS  OF  THE  GOSPELS.  217 

ignorant  of  what  Christianity  reaUy  was.  It 
was  his  purpose  to  give  a  general  view  of  its 
history  and  character.  In  pursuing  this  purpose, 
while  using  the  Gospels  as  his  main  authority, 
he  intermixes  with  his  statements  quotations 
irom  them,  sometimes  partly  in  the  words  of 
the  original  and  partly  in  his  own.  He  Mends 
together  passages  taken  from  different  places  in 
the  same  Gospel,  or  from  different  Evangelists. 
He  quotes  the  Gospels  from  memory,  as,  with 
the  exceptions  before  mentioned,  he  does  the  Sep- 
tuagint.  In  thus  quoting  the  Septuagint  he  has 
committed  remarkable  mistakes ;  but  he  might 
well  feel  assured,  that,  in  reporting  the  teachings 
or  the  history  of  our  Lord,  his  memory  would  not 
so  fail  as  to  cause  him  to  give  a  false  represen- 
tation of  them.  It  would  have  been,  not  a 
degree  of  accuracy  that  we  might  reckon  upon, 
but  it  would  have  been  superstitious  precision, 
if,  in  addressing  a  Roman  emperor,  or  unbeliev- 
ing Jews,  he  had  thought  it  necessary  to  tran- 
scribe the  exact  words  of  any  one  of  the  Gospels 
in  the  exact  order  in  which  they  stand,  —  espe- 
cially while  he  found  the  same  facts,  and  the 
same  sayings,  presented  by  different  Evangelists 
in  different  words.  In  works  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  those  of  Justin,  composed  at  so  early  a 
period  in  the  history  o(  Christianity,  his  mode 
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of  quotation  was  such  as  might  reasonably  be 
expected. 

In  not  mentioning  the  Gospels  by  the  titles 
in  use  among  Christians,  and  in  not  appealing 
to  the  Evangelists  by  name,  Justin  pursued  a 
course  similar  to  that  which  was  adopted  by  a 
long  series  of  Christian  Jp(dogists  from  his  time 
to  that  of  Constantine.  In  other  words,  it  was 
the  course  pursued  by  the  fathers  generally  in 
their  works  addressed  to  unbelievers ;  —  by  Jus- 
tin's disciple,^atian,  who,  though  he  formed  a 
history  of  Christ  out  of.  the  four  Gospels,  does 
not  make  mention  of  them,  nor  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, in  his  Oration  to  the  Gentiles;  —  by 
^thenagoras,  who  is  equally  silent  about  them 
in  bis  Apology,  addressed,  in  the  last  quarter  of 
the  second  century,  to  Marcus  Aurelius;  —  by 
^heophilus,  who  conforms  to  the  common  usage 
of  the  writers  with  whom  he  is  to  be  classed, 
except  that,  as  before  mentioned,*  he  once 
speaks  of  ^^the  Gospels,"  and  uses  once  the 
name  ^^  Gospel,"  and  once  the  term  '^  Evangelic 
voice,"  in  citing  the  Gospels,  and  once  quotes 
the  Evangelist  John  byname; — by  Tertullian, 
who  quotes   the   Gospels    elsewhere   so  abun- 

*  See  before,  p.  Id6. 
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dandy,  but  from  whose  Apology,  or  from  whose 
work  "To  the  Nations,''  no  information  (sup- 
posing those  works  to  stand  alone)  could  be 
gleaned  concerning  them; — •'by  Minutius  Felix, 
whose  single  remaining  book,  a  spirited  and 
interesting  defence  of  Christianity  and  attack 
on  heathenism,  in  the  form  of  a  dialogue,  affords, 
likewise,  no  evidence  that  the  Gospels  were  in 
existence; — by  Cyprian,  the  well-known  bishop 
of  Carthage  about  the  middle  of  the  third  cen- 
tury, who,  in  his  defence  of  Christianity,  ad- 
dressed to  Demetrian,  a  heathen,  does  not  name 
the  Gospels,  nor  the  Evangelists;  —  and,  to 
come  down  to  the  beginning  of  the  fourth 
century,  by  Amobius,  who,  in  his  long  work 
"Against  the  Gentiles,''  does  not  cite  any  book 
of  Scripture;  —  and  by^Lactantius,  who,  in  his 
Divine  Institutes,  does  not  speak  of  the  Gospels, 
nor  quote  by  name  any  one  of  the  Evangelists, 
except  John,  and  mentions  him  only  in  a  single 
passage.* 

Cyprian,  in  his  work  addressed  to  Demetrian, 
has  quotations  from  Scripture,  and  among  them 
three  from  the  Gospels,  though  the  Gospels  are 
not  expressly  named  by  hun.  On  this  Lactan- 
tius  remarks,  that  Cyprian  has  not  treated  the 

•  Inatitut.  lib.  IV.  §8. 
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subject  as  he  ought ;  for  l)emetrian  '^  was  not 
to  be  confuted  by  authorities  from  that  Scripture 
which  he  re^rded  as  false  and  fabricated,  but 
by  arguments  and  reason.'^* 

Such,  as  we  have  seen,  was  the  course  gen- 
erally adopted  by  the  fathers,  in  their  works 
addressed  to  unbelievers.  But  among  all  who 
have  been  mentioned,  Justin  is  remarkably  dis- 
tinguished by  the  abundance  of  his  quotations 
from  the  Gospels,  and  by  the  explicitness  with 
which  he  has  described  their  character. 

III.  We  proceed  to  the  last  ol^ection.  It  is, 
that  Justin  has  passages,  apparently  or  pro- 
fessedly taken  from  the  history  o^  histories  of 
Christ  used  by  him,  which  are  not  found  in  the 
Gospels. 

In  respect  to  these  passages  it  is  first  to  be 
observed,  that,  with  only  one  exception,t  which 
presents  no  considerable  difficulty,  they  are  not 
professedly  taken  by  Justin  from  the  Memoirs 
used  by  him,  or  from  any  other  book.  That 
tliey  are  not  found  in  the  Gospels  can  therefore 
afford  BO  proc^  that  Justin  did  not  elsewhere 
quote  the  Gospels.  It  must  be  remembered, 
that  he  lived  near  the  times  of  the  Apostles; 

•  Institut.  Lib.  V.  ^  i.  f  S^e  No.  4,  foUowing. 
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and  that  there  would  be  nothing  strange  in  his 
having  learnt  by  oral  tradition,  or  from  some 
writing  or  writings,  then  extant,  but  since  lost, 
a  few  facts  respecting  our  Saviour  not  recorded 
by  the  Evangelists.  From  either  source,  ac- 
cordingly, we  may  suppose  him  to  have  derived 
one  or  two  circumstances  which  he  mentions. 
In  other  passages,  he  has  probably  done  nothing 
more  than  express,  in  different  terms,  his  con- 
ception of  the  meaning  of  the  Evangelists,  some- 
times dilating  it  a  little,  and  blending  with  it 
his  own  inferences.  The  following  are  the  only 
passages  of  sufficient  curiosity  or  importance  to 
require  particular  remark. 

1.  Justin  says,  that  the  Jews  who  witnessed 
the  miracles  performed  by  Jesus,  ^^  said  that  they 
were  a  magical  delusion ;  and  dared  to  call  him 
a  magician,  and  a  deceiver  of  the  people."  * 

Justin  has  here  only  stated,  in  different  lan- 
guage, kd^ts  recorded  by  the  Evangelists,  who 
relate  that  the  enemies  of  Chrbt  said,  that  he 
cast  out  devils  by  Beelzebub ;  and  that  he  de- 
ceived the  people.  ^Lactantius  expresses  himself 
in  the  same  manner  as  Justin.  **  He  performed 
wonderful  things,''  says  that  writer ;  "  we  might 

•  Dud.  cum  Tryph.  p.  988. 
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have  thought  him  a  magician,  as  you  now  think 
him,  and  as  the  Jews  then  thought  him ;  if  all 
the  prophets,  inspired  by  the  same  spirit,  had 
not  predicted  that  the  Messiah  would  perform 
those  very  things.''*  It  was  a  common  pre- 
tence of  the  enemies  of  Christianity,  that  our 
Lord  performed  his  miracles  by  magic. 

2.  Justin  says,  that  "  Christ,  being  regarded 
as  a  worker  in  wood,  did  make,  while  among 
men,  ^^ploughs  and  yokes,  thus  setting  before 
them  symbols  of  righteousness,  and  teaching  an 
active  life.''t 

It  may  be  doubted,  whether  Justin  was  ac- 
quainted with  any  narrative  to  this  effect.  In 
the  Gospel  of  Mark,  the  Nazarenes,  according 
to  the  Common  Version,  are  represented  as 
asking  concerning  Jesus,  <<  Is  not  this  the  car- 
penter?''! The  word  rendered  "carpenter," 
Justin,  it  appears,  understood  as  denoting  a 
worker  in  wood,  which  is  not  improbably  its 
meaning  in  this  passage.  He  may,  therefore, 
have  mentioned  the  particular  implements  which 
he  does,  because  he  regarded  their  fabrication 
as  part  of  the  proper  business  of  a  worker  in 
wood. 

•  Institut.  lib.  V.  §  3.  f  Dial,  earn  Tryph.  p.  333. 

%  Mark|Ti.  3. 
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3.  Justin  says,  that  "  when  Christ  was  bom 
at  Bethlehem,  as  Joseph  could  find  no  room  in 
any  inn  in  that  village,  he  lodged  in  a  certain 
cave,  near  the  village;  and  while  they  were 
there,  Mary  brought  forth  the  Messiah,  and  laid 
him  in  a  stall."  * 

There  was  a  prevailing  tradition  that  our 
Lord  was  bom  in  a  cave,  which  is  found  in 
many  of  the  fathers  besides  Justin.  At  the 
present  day,  in  the  East,  caves,  it  is  said,  are 
sometimes  used  for  stables.  ^Origen  states,  that, 
^^conformably  to  the  account  in  the  Gospel- 
history  of  the  birth  of  Christ,  there  is  shown 
the  cave  in  Bethlehem,  in  which  he  was  bom ; 
and  in  the  cave,  the  stall  where  he  was  swath- 
ed ;  and  the  place  which  is  shown  is  famous  in 
that  neighbourhood,  even  among  those  who  are 
atiens  firom  the  faith,  on  the  ground,  that  in 
this  cave  was  bom  that  Jesus  whom  Christians 
revere  and  venerate."  t  The  alleged  cave  of 
the  Nativity  is  still  shown  at  Bethlehem. 

4.  Justin  twice  J  gives  the  words,  Thau  art  >^^ 
my  son ;  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee^  as  those 
uttered  at  our  Saviour's  baptism;  and  in  one 

*  Dial,  omn  Tryph.  p.  306.    Comp.  Luke  ii.  7. 
t  Cont.  Cell.  Lib.  I.  4  51.    0pp.  I.  S67. 
X  Dial,  enm  Try]^.  p.  338  et  p.  361. 


tf. 
toj. 
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place  says  expressly  that  the  words  were  found 
in  the  Memoirs  by  the  Apostles. 

The  words  alleged  by  Justin  are  not  in  the 
Gospels,  but  they  are  given,  as  uttered  at  the 
baptism  of  our  Saviour,  by  several  other  ancient 
writers,  whose  acquaintance  with,  and  constant 
use  of,  the  Gospels  is  well  known.  ^They  are 
found  in  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Methodkis, 
Hilary,  Lactantius,  and  Juvencus.  Augustm 
states  that  these  words  were  the  reading  of 
some  manuscripts,  though  not,  it  was  said,  of 
the  most  ancient  Greek  copies,  upon  Luke  iii. 
22 ;  and  they  are  still  found  there  in  the  Cam- 
bridge manuscript,  and  in  several  Latin  manu- 
scripts.* 

This,  then,  is  nothing  more  than  an  error 
common  to  Justin  with  many  others.  It  seems 
to  have  had  its  origin  in  a  confusion  of  mem- 
ory ;  the  words  in  questioB  being  ap{Jied  to  our 
Saviour  repeatedly  in  the  New  Testamefit.t 

5.  The  next  passage,  likewise,  relates  to  the 
baptism  of  our  Saviour.  Justin  says,  ^^When 
Jesus  came  to  the  river  Jordan  where  Jobs  was 
baptizing,  upoa  his  entering  the  wat^,^Ei  fire 

•  See  Thirlby's  note,  p.  333,  and  Grieabaeh's  Not.  Test. 
Lnke  iii.  SS. 
t  Acto  xiii.  33.    Hebrews  i.  5.  — t.  5. 
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was  kindled  in  the  Jordan ;  and  the  Apostles  of 
this  same  person,  our  Messiah,  have  written  that 
when  he  came  out  of  the  water,  the  Holy  Spirit, 
like  a  dove,  alighted  upon  him."* 

Justin  says,  that  as  Jesus  entered  the  water 
a  fire  was  kindled  in  the  Jordan.  Of  this  story, 
beside  the  mention  of  it  by  him,  traces  are 
elsewhere  extant.t  His  mention  of  it  is  inci- 
dental. In  what  precedes  the  passage  quoted, 
he  is  explaining  at  length  what  he  supposes  to 
be  meant  by  ^*  the  Spirit  of  God  resting  upon 
Jesus."  In  relation  to  this  subject,  he  quotes 
the  account  of  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Spirit 
upon  Jesus  at  his  baptism,  and  alleges  for  this 
fact  the  testimony  of  the  Apostles.  But  he 
does  not  bring  into  his  argument  the  appearance 
of  fire  in  the  Jordan ;  nor,  according  to  the 
grammatical  construction  of  his  words,  does  he 
say  that  this  appearance  was  related  by  the 
Apostles. 

But  it  has  been  contended,  that  his  whole 
account  of  the  baptism  of  our  Lord  is  so  closely 


JkmUpTH  mirtiS  Airi  rtS  ShtTHt  *v  vtfim^y  ri  iyi§f  wnSftm  InrrvNu  W 
mirif  ty^^mf  ti  'AirUrtXit  uMS  rtirtf  «vv  Xfi^rtS  hftSf^  Dial,  com 
Tryph.  p.  331. 

t  See  Thirlby's  note,  p.  331 ;  and  Maran's  note,  p.  185  of  his 
edition  of  Justin.    Also  Giabe's  Spicilegium,  I.  69. 
29 
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connected,  that  he  most  be  understood  as  giving 
for  the  whde  the  authority  of  the  Apostles,  and, 
therefore,  that  he  quoted  the  whole  from  his 
Memoirs  by  the  Apostles.  This  seems  to  be 
forcing  a  construction  on  his  words,  for  the  sake 
of  creating  a  difficulty  or  an  argument.  But 
should  it  be  admitted  that  Justin  is  to  be  thus 
understood,  we  might  conclude,  either  that  the 
story  of  the  fire  in  the  Jordan  had  been  inter- 
polated in  the  copy  of  the  Gospels  which  he 
used,  as  a  similar  story  has  been  interpolated 
in  two  manuscripts,  now  extant,  of  old  Latin 
Versions,*  or,  what  may  seem  more  probable, 
that  Justin,  who  often  wrote  carelessly,  adduced 
the  authority  of  the  Apostles  for  the  whole  of 
his  account,  while  in  fact  it  applied  only  to  the 
essential  part  of  it,  and  not  to  the  circumstance 
which  he  had  incidentally  mentioned.  As  I 
have  before  observed,  he  twice  refers  to  the 
Pentateuch  for  supposed  facts  not  to  be  found 
in  it. 

6.  The  following  is  the  only  remaining  pas- 
sage: —  "Accordingly,"  Justin  remarks,  "our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  said,  ^n  whatever  actions  I 
apprehend  you,  by  those  I  will  judge  you.'^t 

•  See  Griesbach's  N.  T.    Matt.  ui.  15. 
t  Dial,  cum  Tryph.  p.  232. 
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These  words  are  founds  with  sottie  variety  of 
form,  in  many  ancient  Christian  writers;  but 
Justin  is  the  only  one  who  appears  to  ascribe 
them  to  Christ.*  His  error,  for  I  doubt  not  it 
is  an  error,  may  have  arisen  from  a  failure  of 
memory  similar  to  that  through  which  he  has 
ehewhere  ascribed  to  one  prophet  the  words  of 
another;  or,  perhaps,  he  may  have  been  ac- 
quainted with  some  tradition  or  writing,  which 
ascribed  the  saying  in  tjuestion  to  our  Saviour, 

There  are  a  few  sajrings  attributed  to  Jesus, 
in  the  writings  of  the  fathers,  which  are  not 
recorded  in  the  Gospels.  Thus,  for  example, 
Irenseus  quotes  f  without  distrust  from  Papias  a 
pretended  discourse  of  our  Lord  relating  to  the 
millennium,  resembling  the  extravagant  fables 
of  the  Jewish  rabbis  found  in  the  Talmud. 
He  is  represented  as  predicting,^at  there  would 
be  at  that  time  an  enormous  increase  in  the  size 
and  productiveness  of  plants,  particularly  of  the 
vine  and  of  wheat,  and  as  describing  the  clus- 
ters of  grapes  as  about  to  be  indued  with  a 
human  voice.  The  story  deserves  particular 
attention,  as  serving  to  show  what  sort  d*  ma- 
terials might  have  gone  to  the  composition  of 

•  Fabriaii  Cad.  Apoe.  N.  T.    Ton.  I.  p.  33S.    EL  8ds. 
t  Cont.  Hares.    Lib.  V.  c.  SB.  if  8,  i.  p.  S83. 
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the  Gospels,  if  their  composition  had  been 
delayed  till  the  times  of  Irenaeus  and  Justin 
Martyr. 

Origen  speaks*  of  ^the  precept  of  Jesus," 
Be  good  money-changers^  that  is,  learn  to  dis- 
tinguish well  between  what  is  true  and  what  is 
false,  as  skilful  money-changers  distinguish  read- 
ily good  money  from  bad.  There  is  no  intrinsic 
improbability  that  these  words  were  uttered  by 
Jesus.  Origen  often  quotes  or  alludes  to  them. 
So  also  does  Clement  of  Alexandria,  who  cites 
them  as  words  of  Scripture  ;t  and  they  are 
found  in  many  other  ancient  writers,  though  the 
greater  number  do  not  expressly  refer  them  to 
ChristJ 

Clement  represents  our  Lord  as  saying,  ^f4sk 
great  things,  and  what  are  small  shall  be  given 
you  in  addition."^  Origen  quotes  these  words 
without  expressly  ascribing  them  to  Christ,  but 
appearing  to  give  them  as  his,  and  adds  the 
following: — "Ask  heavenly  things,  and  what 
are  earthly  shall  be  given  you  in  addition " ;  || 


*  Comment,  in  Joan.    Tom.  xix.  §  3.    0pp.  IV.  289,  where 
see  Huet's  note, 
t  Stromat.    Lib.  I.  (  38.  p.  435.    See  Potter's  note. 
X  Fabricii  Cod.  Apoc.  N.  T.    Tom.  I.  pp.  330,  331. 
^  Stromat.    Lib.  L  $  34.  p.  416.    Comp.  Lib.  IV.  $  6.  p.  579. 
I  De  Orat.  §  3  et  §  14.    Opp.  I.  197  et  319. 


GENUINENESS  OP  THE  GOSPELS.         229 

and  in  another  place,  he  states  that  Jesus  said, 
— "Tor  the  sake  of  the  weak  I  was  weak,  for 
the  sake  of  the  hungry  I  hungered,  and  for  the 
sake  of  the  thirsty  I  thirsted."  * 

We  know  how  familiarly  acquainted  Irenaeus, 
Clement,  and  Origen  were  with  the  Gospels, 
and  in  what  high  respect  they  held  them.  The 
fact,  therefore,  that  Justin  quotes  a  supposed 
saying  of  our  Lord  not  found  in  the  Gospels, 
or  that  he  mentions  some  unimportant  incidents 
not  recorded  in  them,  affords  no  proof  that  he 
was  not  equally  well  acquainted  with  the  Gos- 
pels, and  did  not  hold  them  in  like  respect. 

The  examination  of  the  passages  from  Justin 
which  we  have  gone  over  is  of  much  more  in- 
terest than  may  appear  at  first  sight.  He  carries 
us  back  to  the  age  which  followed  that  of  the 
Apostles.  His  writings  have  been  searched  for 
the  purpose  of  finding  some  notices  of  Christ, 
or  some  ,  intimations  relating  to  him,  different 
from  the  accounts  of  the  Evangelists.  But 
nothing  that  can  be  regarded  as  of  any  impor- 
tance has  been  discovered.  On  the  contrary,  he 
gives  a  great  part  of  the  history  of  Christ  in 
perfect  harmony  with  what  is  found  in  the  Gos- 

*  Comment,  in  Mfttth.   Tom.  xiii.  §  9.    0pp.  m.  573. 
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p(gls,  sometimes  agreeing  in  words,  and  always 
in  meaning.  It  is  remarkable,  that,  in  so  earij 
a  writer  as  Justin,  there  is  so  little  matter  addi- 
tional to  what  is  contained  in  the  Gospels ;  so 
little  which  one  can  suppose  to  be  derived  from 
any  other  source.  That  we  find  what  we  do 
presents  no  marrel  nor  difficulty.  The  phenom- 
enon to  be  accounted  for  is,  that  we  find  no 
more ;  and  of  this  phenomenon  the  only  satisfec- 
tory  explanation  is,  that  the  Gospels  had  come 
down  from  the  apostolic  age  with  such  a  weight 
of  authority,  there  was  such  an  entire  reliance 
on  their  credibility,  that  it  was  generally  felt 
to  be  unwise  and  unsafe  to  blend  any  uncertain 
accounts  with  the  history  contained  in  tbem. 
Such  accounts,  therefore,  were  neglected  and 
forgotten.  The  Gospels  extinguished  all  feebler 
lights. 

In  what  precedes,  we  hate  examined  the 
objections  to  the  conclusion,  that  Justin  quoted 
the  Gospels.  We  will  now  attend  to  the  argu- 
ments in  proof  of  this  fact. 

I.  In  other  cases,  where  we  find  soch  an 
agreement  of  thoughts  and  words  as  exists  be* 
tween  the  passages  quoted  by  Justin  and  pas- 
sages of  the  Gospels,  porticiilarly  of  Matthew 
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and  Luke,  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  the 
volume  thus  furnishing  a  counterpart  to  certain 
citations  was  the  work  cited,*  The  presump 
tion  arising  from  this  agreement  is  to  be  over- 
borne only  by  the  strongest  obJection3»  founded 
on  soma  striking  peculiarity  in  the  case.  Noth- 
ing, however,  has  been  opposed  to  it,  but  the 
conjecture,  that  there  may  have  been  some  work 
extant  in  the  time  of  Justiut  as  nearly  allied  in 
character  to  the  first  three  Gospels  as  any  on^ 
of  these  is  to  either  of  the  others;  and  tb^t 
Justin  quoted  this  work,  and  not  the  Gospels. 

But  in  regard  to  any  book  which  Justin  may 
be  conjectured  to  have  quoted,  it  mujit  answer 
to  the  fdlowing  conditions*  It  must  have  been 
one  which  he  and  other  Christians  believed,  or 
{professed  to  believe,  ♦^  written  by  Apostles  and 
companions  of  Apostles'';  it  must  have  been 
of  the  highest  authority  among  Christians, — a 
sacred  book,  read  in  their  churches ;  it  must  have 
been  the  work  to  be  appealed  to  as  containing 
those  facts,  doctrines,  and  precepts,  on  which 


*  The  coincidence  is  particularly  striking  in  seTeral  citations 
from  the  Old  Testament,  common  to  St.  Matthew  and  Justin,  in 
wtiich  th0  lal^  writer  appeals  to  have  follpwed,  wholly  or  in 
part,  the  Greek  Gospp]  of  the  former ;  though  the  passages,  as 
they  stand  in  that  Gospel,  agree  neither  with  the  Septuagint  nor 
the  Hebrew.  —  See  Additional  Note,  E. 
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they  formed  their  lives ;  and  it  must,  immedi- 
ately after  he  wrote,  have  fallen  into  entire 
neglect  and  oblivion ;  for  no  mention  of  it,  or 
allusion  to  it,  as  quoted  by  him,  is  discoverable 
in  any  writer  who  succeeded  him.  But  it  is 
impossible  to  believe  all  these  propositions  to  be 
true  of  any  book. 

The  supposition  of  some  one  book,  different 
from  the  Gospels,  has  been  resorted  to  by  those 
who  have  maintained  that  Justin  did  not  quote 
the  Gospels ;  though  they  have  not  agreed 
among  themselves  in  their  conjectures  as  to 
what  this  book  might  be.  But  this  supposition 
is  irreconcilable  with  the  language  of  Justin, 
which  implies  that  he  quoted  a  number  of  books; 
as  I  shall  remark  more  particularly  hereafter. 
Should  it,  in  consequence,  be  maintained  that 
he  used  a  number  of  books  different  from  the 
Gospels,  the  objections  just  urged  would  apply 
with  even  greater  force,  if  possible,  to  this  sup- 
position than  to  that  of  a  single  book.  No 
plausible  hypothesis,  therefore,  can  be  framed 
to  detract  from  the  evidence  afforded  by  the 
correspondence  of  Justin's  quotations  with  the 
contents  of  the  Gospels. 

These  quotations  principally  correspond  to 
passages  in  the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke. 
But  if  Justin,  and  the  Christians  contemporary 
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with  him,  received  those  Gospels  as  works  of 
the  highest  authority,  we  may  confidently  infer, 
that  they  received  the  other  two  Gospels  as 
bearing  the  same  character.  Had  they  not  done 
so,  it  is  impossible  that  the  Gospels  of  Mark 
and  John  should  have  been  so  regarded  by  their 
younger  contemporaries,  the  Christians  of  the 
time  of  Irenaeus.  We  have  before  attended  to 
the  considerations,  which  show  that  such  an 
event  could  not  have  occurred ;  that,  if  the  au- 
thority of  two,  or  of  one,  of  the  Gospels  were 
established  in  the  Christian  community,  this 
would  present  a  decisive  obstacle  to  the  recep- 
tion of  any  other,  which  had  not  always  been 
regarded  as  having  like  authority.* 

In  respect  to  the  use  made  by  Justin  of  the 
Gospels  of  Mark  and  John,  it  may  be  observed 
that  Mark  records  but  few  discourses  of  our 
Saviour,  and  has  very  little  which  is  not  com- 
mon to  him  with  Matthew  or  Luke,  except 
some  additional  circumstances  in  the  relation 
of  particular  facts,  not  of  a  character  to  be 
noticed  in  giving  a  general  view  of  the  his- 
tory and  doctrines  of  Christianity.  His  lan- 
guage, likewise,  when  different,  being  commonly 
inferior  to  that  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  Justin 


•  See  before,  pp.  183-190. 
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would  naturally  prefer  their  expressions.  But, 
as  we  have  seen,*  he  has  mentioned  two  facts 
recorded  only  by  Mark,  and  that  with  an  almost 
explicit  reference  to  bis  particular  Gospel. 

From  John's  Gospel  Justin  derived  his  doc- 
trine of  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos  in  Christ, 
a  doctrine  which  must  have  been  founded  on 
the  first  verses  of  that  Gospel.  The  conception 
of  the  Logos,  indeed,  was  familiar  before  the 
time  when  either  Justin  or  St.  John  wrote ;  but 
the  doctrine  of  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos  in 
Christ  must  have  rested  wholly  on  the  passage 
referred  to.  Accordingly,  Justin  speaks  in  lan- 
guage similar  to  that  of  St.  John  of  '^  the  Logos 
having  been  made  flesh.'' f  He  has,  likewise, 
other  conceptions  and  turns  of  expression  ap- 
parendy  derived  from  John's  Gospel.  He  repre- 
sents John  the  Baptist  as  having  said,  ^<I  am 
not  the  Christ."!  He  justifies  Christians  for 
not  keeping  the  Jewish  Sabbath,  ^^  because  God 
has  carried  on  the  same  administration  of  the 
universe  during  that  day  as  during  all  others";^ 
a  thought  so  remarkable,  that  there  can  be  litde 
doubt  that  he  borrowed  it  from  what  was  said 


*  See  before,  p.  208. 

t  Apolog.  prim.  p.  52.    John  i.  14. 

{  Dial,  cum  Tryph.  p.  332.    John  i.  20.  iii.  28. 

§  Dial,  cum  Tryph,  pp.  194,  195. 
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by  our  Saviour,  when  the  Jews  were  enraged 
at  his  having  performed  a  miracle  on  the  Sab* 
bath  :-^"My  Father  has  been  working  hitherto, 
as  I  am  working.^'  *^  And,  in  the  last  place,  he  W 
states  that  "Christ  said,  *  Unless  ye  be  bom 
again,  ye  cannot  enter  the  kingdom  of  heav- 
en'"; adding,  with  allusion  to  the  words  of 
Nicodemus,  that  "  it  is  evidently  impossible  for 
those  once  born  to  enter  into  their  mother's 
womb."  t 

II.  That  Justin  made  use  of  the  Gospels 
appears  from  the  fact,  that  there  is  no  intimation 
to  the  contrary  in  the  whole  numerous  succes- 
sion of  subsequent  Christian  fathers.  We  have 
the  evidence  of  Eusebius  in  the  fourth  century, 
and  of  Photius  in  the  ninth,  that  his  works 
were  well  known,  and  held  in  high  esteem* 
They  are  referred  to  with  respect  by  several  of 
the  principal  fathers.  But  his  quotations  excited 
no  attention,  as  presenting  any  unexpected  ap- 
pearance, or  as  a  matter  of  any  diflficulty  or 
curiosity.  If  he  had  quoted  histories  of  Christ 
different  from  the  Gospels,  it  is  incredible  that 
the  fact  should  have  escaped  the  knowledge 
of  aU  ancient  writers  after  his  time;  or  that, 

•  John  T.  17.  t  Apobg.  prim.  p.  89.    John  iii.  3,  4. 
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being  known,  it  should  not  have  been  advert- 
ed to, 

IIL  The  description  given  by  Justin  of  the 
books  which  he  used  shows  that  those  books 
were  the  Gospels.  He  appeals  to  several  books. 
He  speaks,  not  of  one,  but  of  several  authors. 
"  Those,"  he  says,  "  who  have  written  memoirs 
concerning  every  thing  relating  to  our  Saviour 
Jesus  Christ,  whom  we  believe  " ; —  "  Memoirs,  \ 
which  I  affirm  to  be  composed  by  the  Aposdes 
of  Christ  and  their  companions  " ;  —  "  Memoirs  ^ 
composed  by  the  Aposdes  which  are  called  Gos- 
pels."* These  passages,  taken  in  connection, 
appear  without  any  other  evidence  to  be  deci- 
sive of  the  point  in  question.  It  is  hardly  to  be 
contended,  that  books  extant  in  the  rime  of 
Justin,  which  were  called  Grospels,  and  which 
were  written,  or  were  supposed  to  be  written, 
by  Aposdes  of  Christ  and  their  companions, 
could  be  any  other  than  our  present  Gospels.f 

•  See  before,  pp.  204,  207. 

t  It  deserres  remark,  that  Justin,  besides  saying  that  the  books 
he  used  were  called  Gospels,  twice  speaks  of  *'  the  Grospel "  in 
the  singular,  using  the  article. 

He  r^resents  Trypho  as  saying  (p.  156)  :  — *<  I  know  also  that 
your  precepts  in  what  is  called  the  Grospel  are  so  wonderful  and 
weighty,  as  to  cause  a  suspicion  that  no  one  may  be  able  to  ob- 
serve them.    For  I  have  taken  the  pains  to  read  them." 
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IV.  The  manner  in  which  Justin  speaks  of 
the  character  and  authority  of  the  books  to 
which  he  appeals,  of  their  reception  among 
Christians,  and  of  the  use  which  was  made  of 
them,  proves  these  books  to  have  been  the  Gos- 
pels. They  carried  with  them  the  authority  of 
the  Apostles.  They  were  those  writings  from 
which  he  and  other  Christians  derived  their 
knowledge  of  the  history  and  doctrines  of  Christ. 
They  were  relied  upon  by  him  as  primary  and 
decisive  evidence  in  his  explanations  of  the 
character  of  Christianity.  They  were  regarded 
as  sacred  books.  They  were  read  in  the  as- 
semblies of  Christians  on  the  Lord's  day,  in 
connection  with  the  Prophets  of  the  Old  Tes- 
tament.     Let   us   now    consider    the    manner 

In  the  other  passage  referred  to,  he  quotes  (p.  352)  Matthew 
xi.  37,  as  being  "  written  in  the  Gospel." 

In  both  passages,  the  force  of  the  article  in  Greek  is  the  same 
as  in  English.  By  *'  the  Grospel  *'  most  be  meant  some  particular, 
well-known  book.  But  it  is  not  to  be  imagined,  that,  in  the  time 
of  Justin,  any  history  of  Christ,  not  one  of  the  four  Gospels,  was 
thus  preeminently  distinguished  aboTe  them  by  the  title  of  ''  the 
Gospel,"  or  that  any  one  of  the  four  Grospels  was  so  distinguished 
from  the  other  three.  No  conclusion  remains,  but  that  Justin 
used  the  term  ''  the  Gospel  '*  in  a  sense  familiar  to  the  fathers 
who  succeeded  him,  as  denoting  the  four  Gospels  collectiyely,  and 
consequently  the  volume  in  which  they  were  brought  together. 

I  have  not  introduced  this  argument  into  the  text,  because  it  is 
rendered  unnecessary  by  the  dedsive  character  of  the  other  more 
striking  considerations  which  apply  to  the  question  at  issue. 
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in  which  the  Gospels  were  regarded  by  the 
contemporaries  of  Justin.  Irenaeus  was  in  the 
vigor  of  life  before  Justin's  death ;  and  the 
same  was  true  of  very  many  thousands  of  Chris- 
tians living  when  Irenaeus  wrote.  But  he  teUs 
us,  that  the  four  Gospels  are  the  four  pillars  of 
the  church,  the  foundation  of  Christian  faith, 
written  by  those  who  had  first  oraUy  preached 
the  Gospel,  by  two  Apostles  and  two  compan- 
ions of  Apostles.^  It  is  incredible  that  Irensras 
and  Justin  ^ould  have  spoken  of  different  books. 
We  cannot  suppose  that  writings,  such  as  the 
Memoirs  of  which  Justin  speaks,  believed  to  be 
the  works  of  Apostles  and  companions  of  the 
Apostles,  read  in  Christian  churches,  and  re- 
ceived as  sacred  books  of  the  highest  autlK)rity, 
should,  immediately  after  he  wrote,  have  fallen 
into  neglect  and  oblivion,  and  been  superseded 
by  another  set  of  books.  The  strong  sentiment 
of  their  value  could  not  so  silently,  and  so  un- 
accountably, have  changed  into  entire  disregard, 
and  have  been  transferred  to  other  writings. 
The  copies  of  them  spread  over  the  worid  could 
not  so  suddenly  and  so  mysteriously  have  dis- 
appeared, that  no  subsequent  trace  of  their  ex- 
istence should  be  clearly  discoverable.     When, 

*  See  before,  p.  130,  teqq. 
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therefore,  we  find  Irenaeus,  the  contemporary  of 
Justin,  ascribing  to  the  four  Gospels  the  same 
character,  the  same  authority,  and  the  same 
authors,  as  are  ascribed  by  Justin  to  the  Me- 
moirs quoted  by  him,  which  were  called  Gospels, 
there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  Me- 
moirs of  Justin  were  the  Gospels  of  Irenseus. 

We  shall  next  consider  a  portion  of  the  evi- 
dence for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  to  be 
gathered  from  a  still  earlier  period. 


CHAPTER  III. 

EVIDENCE   OP    P  API  AS.      ST.    LUKe's    OWN    TESTIMONY  TO 
THE    GENUINENESS   OF   HIS    GOSPEL. 

Between  the  death  of  St.  John  and  the  time 
when  Justm  wrote,  an  interval,  probably,  of 
about  fifty  years,  there  were  very  few  Christian 
writers  of  whose  works  any  remains  are  extant. 
It  was  a  period  of  distress  and  confusion.  Our 
religion,  left  upon  the  death  of  that  Apostle 
without  any  powerful  and  distinguished  advo- 
cate, was  struggling  for  establishment  against 
the  opposition  and  persecution  of  the  world.  A 
great  revolution  was  taking  place  in  the  minds 
of  those  who  had  been  acted  upon  by  the 
preaching  of  the  Apostles.  Their  opinions,  like 
their  circumstances,  were  unsettled.  The  sep- 
aration or  the  union,  which  was  afterwards 
effected,  between  ancient  errors  and  the  new 
doctrines  of  our  faith,  was  as  yet  undecided. 
Our  religion  had  not  assumed  among  its  pro- 
fessed followers  a  well  defined  character;  and 
its  sublime  truths  were  not  so  fully  comprehend- 
ed as  when  men  had  become  more  familiar  with 
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the  conception  of  them.  It  had  not  jet  secured 
possession  of  the  minds  and  hearts  of  many 
converts  well  qualified  by  their  literary  eminence 
to  explain  and  defend  it.  These  causes  will 
account  for  the  few  remains  of  writers  from 
among  the  catholic  Christians  during  this  pe^ 
riod ;  and  for  the  absence  of  any  historical  no^ 
tice  of  the  Gospels,  which  has  come  down  to 
our  times,  except  that  of  Papias. 

Papias  I  have  already  had  occasion  to  men- 
tion.* He  lived,  it  may  be  recollected,  during 
the  first  quarter  of  the  second  century;  and 
was  acquainted,  as  he  informs  us,  with  many 
of  the  disciples  of  the  Apostles.  He  wrote  a 
work,  now  lost,  but  of  which  some  fragments 
are  preserved  by  Eusebius.  In  this  work,  as 
quoted  by  Eusebius,  Papias  mentions  the  Gos*- 
pels  of  Matthew  and  Mark.  He  says,  that  he 
received  much  information  from  John  the  Pres- 
byter; and  gives  the  following  account,  as 
derived  from  him. 

**The  Presbyter  said,  that  Mark,  being  the 
interpreter  of  Peter,  carefiilly  wrote  down  all 
that  he  retained  in  memory  of  the  actions  or 
discourses  of  Christ ;  not,  however,  in  order,  for 


•  See  before,  pp.  59,  60,  and  pp.  131,  122. 
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he  was  not  himself  a  hearer  or  follower  of  the 
Lord,  but,  afterwards,  as  I  said,  a  companion 
of  Peter,  who  taught  in  the  manner  best  suited 
to  the  instruction  of  his  hearers,  without  making 
a  connected  narrative  of  his  discourses  concern- 
ing the  Lord.  Such  being  the  case,  Mark  com- 
mitted no  errors,  in  thus  writing  some  things 
from  memory ;  for  he  made  it  his  sole  object  not 
to  omit  any  thing  which  he  had  heard,  and  not 
to  state  any  thing  falsely.''* 

Of  Matthew,  Papias  says: — "Matthew  wrote 
the  oracles  in  the  Hebrew  language ;  and  every 
one  interpreted  them  as  he  was  able.^t 

It  appears  from  these  passages,  that  the  Gos- 
pels of  Matthew  and  Mark  were  well  known 
before  the  time  of  Papias,  that  they  were  attrib- 
uted to  those  writers,  and,  being  regarded  as 
authentic,  were  venerated  as  oracles. 

In  the  commencement  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  we  have  Luke's  own  testimony  to 
the  genuineness  of  his  Gospel.  The  historical 
proof  that  the  first-mentioned  work  was  written 
by  him  is  confirmed  by  other  evidence,  so  sat- 
isfactory, as  to  leave  no  reasonable  doubt  on 

•  Euseb.  Hist.  Eccles.  lib.  m.  c.  39.  f  K)id- 
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the  subject.*  We  have,  then,  Luke's  own  tes- 
timony that  he  was  the  author  of  a  history  of 
Christ.  But  as  no  one  will  adopt  so  absurd  a 
supposition,  as  that  the  history  which  he  wrote 
has  been  lost,  and  another  substituted  in  its 
place,  the  work  of  which  he  speaks  must  be 
our  present  Gospel. 

But  Luke's  testimony  not  only  establishes 
the  genuineness  of  his  Gospel ;  it  has  a  further 
besuring.  There  is  a  striking  resemblance  be- 
tween his  Gospel  and  those  of  Matthew  and 
Mark.  There  are,  likewise,  many  striking  points 
of  resemblance  between  the  character  and  sit- 
uation of  the  former  writer,  and  the  two  latter. 
They  had  similar  opportunities  for  information 
respecting  all  the  common  objects  of  knowledge; 
the  influences  bf  our  faith  had  produced  in  them 
similar  feelings  and  conceptions ;  they  were  all 
placed  in  circumstances  the  most  extraordinary, 
and  peculiar  to  a  few  individuals ;  they  all  be- 
longed to  the  small  class  of  the  first  missionaries 
of  our  religion.  One  of  them  is  supposed  to 
have  been  an  eyewitness  of  many  of  the  facts, 
and  a  hearer  of  many  of  the  discourses,  which 
he  records ;  and  the  other  two  are  believed  to 

*  See  before,  pp.  168-164^ 
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have  derived  their  infbrmatioa  from  tho9e  who, 
like  him,  were  companions  of  our  Lord.  When, 
therefore,  we  find  that  a  work  of  a  very  re- 
markable character  was  written  bj  Luke,  and 
that  two  other  works  distinguished  by  the  same 
characteristics  are  ascribed  to  Matthew  and 
Mark,  there  arises  a  strong  presumption,  that 
they  have  been  ascribed  to  their  true  authors. 
No  oljection  can  be  brought  against  die  genu- 
ineness of  the  two  latter  histories,  stronger  than 
those  which  may  be  adduced  against  the  genu- 
ineness of  the  former.  In  one  case,  we  find 
that  these  ol^ections  are  unfounded ;  we  have, 
therefc»re,  good  reason  to  believe  that  they  are 
equally  unfounded  in  the  other. 

Here,  likewise,  we  should  recur  to  the  oon- 
mlerations  before  presented,*  which  show  that 
the  proof  of  the  genuineness  of  any  one  of  the 
Gospels  involves  the  proof  oi  the  genuineness 
of  all.  The  argument  that  has  been  InDugfat 
forward,  when  reduced  to  its  simplest  form,  is 
nothing  more  than  an  obvious  truth,  which  may 
be  thus  stated.  Supposing  any  body  of  men  to 
possess  sm  account  of  events,  esteemed  by  them 
of  the  greatest  interest  to  themselves  and  to  the 

*  See  befon,  p^  181-190. 
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world,  to  know  that  this  account  was  the  work 
of  an  author  whom  they  bold  in  the  highest 
respect,  to  believe  him  to  have  had  the  most 
satisfactory  means  of  information,  and  to  regard 
his  work,  therefore^  as  entitled  to  the  fullest 
credit,  and  still  more,  to  a  sacred  character ;  and 
supposing  them,  further,  to  be  {daced  in  circum* 
stances,  which  alone,  even  without  any  careful 
scrutiny  on  their  part,  almost  exclude  the  possi* 
bility  of  deception ;  — these  men  will  not  re- 
ceive, as  likewise  entitled  to  the  fullest  credit, 
and  to  a  sacred  character,  another  account,  a 
fraudulent  woik,  falsely  ascribed  to  some  ven- 
erated name,  falsely  pretending  to  an  authority 
to  which  it  has  no  claim,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
in  more  or  fewer  respects,  irreconcilable  with 
that  which  has  been  received  as  the  truth. 

The  Gospel  of  Luke,  then,  came  down  fiom 
the  apostolic  age  as  his  work,  with  his  own 
attestation  to  its  genuineness*  This  being  so, 
the  other  three  Goepels  could  not  have  obtained 
reception  as  sacred  books,  in  comuKMi  with  it, 
if  they  had  not  been  the  works  of  the  authors 
to  whom  they  were  ascribed. 

CoNTFiNiNo  our  view  merely  to  the  evidence 
presented  in  this  chapter,  we  may  regard  the 
result  of  it  under  still  another  aspect.     Luke 
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testifies  to  the  genuineness  of  his  own  Gospel ; 
Papias  to  that  of  the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and 
Mark ;  it  follows  that  the  authority  of  all  three 
was  established  in  the  time  of  Papias.  Now 
this  was  a  period  but  just  after  the  death  of 
St.  John,  when  thousands  were  livmg  who  had 
seen  that  last  survivor  of  the  Apostles,  many, 
perhaps,  who  had  made  a  pilgrimage  to  Ephesus 
to  behold  his  countenance  and  listen  to  his  voice, 
and  hundreds  who  belonged  to  the  church  over 
which  he  had  presided  in  person.  It  is  incredi- 
ble, therefore,  that,  before  the  time  of  Papias,  a 
spurious  gospel  should  have  been  received  as 
his  work ;  and  after  the  time  of  Papias,  when 
the  authority  of  the  first  three  Gospels  was 
established,  the  attempt  to  introduce  a  gospel 
falsely  ascribed  to  St.  John  must  have  been,  if 
possible^  still  more  impracticable. 

Here,  then,  we  finish  the  statement  of  the 
direct  historical  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of 
the  Gospels,  fix)m  their  reception  by  the  great 
body  of  Christians.*^    We  will  hereafter  con- 


*  It  has  been  costomary,  Id  treating  the  sabject  before  ns,  to 
allege  the  supposed  testimony  of  certain  writings  ascribed  to  con- 
temporaries of  the  Apostles,  and  called  writings  of  Apostolical 
Fathers.    But  nothing  has,  in  my  opinion,  contributed  more  to 
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sider  what  may  be  inferred  from  the  use  made 
of  them  by  the  earlier  heretical  sects. 


giye  a  &lse  and  onfaTorable  impression  of  the  real  nature  and 
strength  of  the  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels.  On 
this  subject,  see  Additional  Note,  F, 


CHAPTER  IV. 

C0NCL1TDIN6   BBBLABKS  ON  THE    DIRECT   HISTORICAL  BYIDENCE 
OF   THE    GENUINENESS   OF   THE  GOSPELS. 

Such  as  we  have  seen  is  the  direct  historical 
evidence  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels. 
The  confirmation  it  receives  from  the  manner 
in  which  they  were  regarded  by  the  earher 
heretical  sects  is  still  to  be  considered,  and, 
likewise,  all  that  proof  to  be  derived  from  the 
Gospels  themselves,  which  makes  it  evident, 
that  they  could  have  been  written  only  by  indi- 
viduals bearing  the  character,  and  placed  in  the 
circumstances,  of  those  to  whom  they  are  as- 
cribed. For  the  present,  we  confine  our  atten- 
tion to  the  direct  historical  evidence  alone. 

In  regard  to  this,  the  nature  of  the  case  is 
such,  that  no  evidence  of  the  same  character, 
or  of  the  same  weight,  can  be  produced  for  the 
genuineness  of  any  other  ancient  work,  which 
was  not,  like  them,  received  as  an  undisputed 
book  of  the  Christian  Scriptures.  It  is  the 
testimony  of  a  great,  widely-spread,  and  intel- 
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ligent  community  to  a  fact  about  which  they  had 
full  means  of  information,  and  in  which  they 
had  the  deepest  interest.  It  is  their  testimony 
to  the  genuineness  of  books,  the  reception  of 
which  as  authentic  would  change  the  whole 
complexion  of  their  lives;  and  might,  not  im- 
probably, put  at  hazard  life  itself,  or  all  that 
they  had  before  considered  as  rendering  life  de- 
sirable. It  is  the  testimony  of  Gentiles  to  their 
belief  of  the  genuineness  and  truth  of  books  de- 
rived from  Jews,  —  books  regarded  with  strong 
dislike  by  a  great  majority  of  that  nation ;  three 
of  which  were  not  in  common  use  among  those 
few  Jews  who,  like  them,  were  disciples  of 
Christ;  and  all  of  which  were  so  stamped 
throughout  with  a  Jewish  character,  as  to  be 
likely,  at  first  view,  strongly  to  offend  their 
prejudices  and  tastes. 

But  the  peculiar  nature  and  value  of  this 
testimony  may  be  laid  out  of  consideration^ 
The  fact  alone,  that  the  four  Gospels  were  all 
received  as  genuine  books,  entitled  to  the  high- 
est credit,  by  the  whole  community  of  catholic 
Christians,  dispersed  throughout  the  world,  ad- 
mits of  no  explanation,  except  that  they  had  ' 
always  been  so  regarded.  We  have  begun  by 
reasoning  from  their  reception  during  the  last 
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quarter  of  the  second  century ;  and  their  recep- 
tion at  that  time  affords,  as  we  have  seen,  de- 
cisive proof  of  the  estimation  in  which  they 
must  have  been  held  during  the  whole  preced- 
ing interval  from  their  first  appearance.  But, 
though  we  may  entitle  this  proof  decisive,  yet, 
like  all  other  probable  reasoning,  it  admits  of 
confirmation ;  and  we  have  seen  the  confirma- 
tion afforded  by  the  evidence  of  Justin  Martyr, 
who  gives  direct  proof,  that  the  authority  of  the 
Gospels  was  established  among  Christians  be- 
fore the  middle  of  the  second  century.  I  say 
before  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  —  for 
though  this  was  the  precise  time  when  he  wrote 
his  first  Apology,  yet  his  testimony  must  be  con- 
sidered as  relating  to  a  state  of  things  with  which 
he  had  been  previously  conversant.  We  have 
next  remarked  the  express  and  particular  testi- 
mony of  Papias  to  the  genuineness  of  two  of 
the  Gospels,  and  to  the  estimation  in  which 
they  were  held  by  Christians.  Then,  tracing 
the  stream  of  evidence  back  to  its  very  source, 
we  have  seen  Luke's  own  attestation  to  the 
genuineness  of  his  Gospel.  And  in  connection 
with  this,  and  with  the  testimony  of  Papias,  we 
have  attended  to  the  fact,  that  the  acknowledg- 
ed genuineness  of  any  one  of  the  Gospels  must 
have   presented  an  insuperable   barrier  to  the 
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reception  of  any  spurious  gospel  as  a  work  of 
like  authority.  The  testimony  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  any  one  of  the  Gospels  is  virtually  a 
testimony  to  the  genuineness  of  all;  and  the 
testimony  to  their  genuineness  is  a  testimony  to 
their  reception  by  all  catholic  Christians  wher- 
ever they  had  become  known* 

But,  in  regard  to  our  present  argument,  it  is 
unimportant  what  period  an  objector  may  fix 
upon  for  the  general  reception  of  the  Gospels 
as  genuine.  The  later  the  period  assigned  for 
this  event,  the  more  obviously  incredible  does  it 
become  that  it  should  have  taken  place,  on  the 
supposition  that  the  Gospels  were  not  received 
from  the  beginning  in  the  character  which  they 
afterwards  bore.  The  longer  the  Christian  com- 
munity had  existed  without  a  knowledge  of  the 
Gospels,  or  without  a  belief  in  their  genuine- 
ness, the  more  difficult  must  it  have  been  to 
produce  this  belief,  and  to  cause  them  to  be 
recognized  as  books  of  the  highest  value  and 
authority.  Let  us  suppose  that  they  were  not 
so  regarded  till  the  last  quarter  of  the  second 
century.  Their  general  recognition  at  that  per 
riod  becomes  a  most  remarkable  phenomenon.  C 
Some  very  effective  cause  or  causes  must  be 
assigned  for  it,  sufficient  to  explain  how  four 
spurious  books,  not  before  knowii,  or  known 
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ODly  to  be  rejectedi  should  suddenly  have  ob- 
tained universal  acceptance  throughout  the  Chris- 
tian world,  as  containing  the  truths  fundamental 
to  a  Christian's  belief.  No  trace  of  any  causes 
capable  of  producing  this  result  can  be  discov- 
ered or  imagined.  In  the  nature  of  things,  it  is 
impossible  that  such  causes  should  have  existed. 
The  Christians  of  that  age  professed  to  receive 
the  Gospels  as  genuine  and  authentic,  on  the 
^  ground  that  they  had  always  been  so  regarded. 
The  truth  of  this  fact  is  the  only  explanation 
which  can  be  given  of  the  universal  respect  in 
which  they  were  then  held. 

It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  of  the 
genuineness  of  the  Gospels  is  of  a  very  different 
character  from  what  we  are  able  to  produce  for 
the  genuineness  of  any  ancient  classical  work. 
Very  few  readers,  I  presume,  could  at  once 
recollect  and  state  the  grounds  on  which  we 
believe-  the  Epistles  to  Atticus  to  have  been 
written  by  Cicero,  or  the  History  of  the  Pelo- 
ponnesian  War  by  Thucydides.  But  should  any 
writer  undertake  to  impugn  the  genuineness  of 
these,  or  of  many  other  ancient  works  that 
might  be  named,  in  the  manner  in  which  at- 
tempts have  been  made  to  weaken  the  historical 
argument  for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels, 
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he  wcmld  hardly  succeed  even  in  gaining  a  dis- 
creditable notoriety. 

But  there  are  objections  derived  from  the 
Gospels  themselves,  which  are  relied  upon  as 
doing  away  the  whole  force  of  the  historical 
argument.  It  is  urged,  that  the  contents  of  one 
Gospel  are  irreconcilable  with  those  of  another, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  Gospels  could  not  be 
the  works  of  well-informed  narrators.  By  the 
opponents  of  Christianity,  the  errors  of  the-  , 
ologians  are  commonly  confounded  with  the  c^^ 
truths  of  our  religion ;  and,  so  far  as  the 
objection  just  mentioned  rests  on  any  tenable 
grounds,  it  bears,  not  against  the  authenticity 
and  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  but  against 
the  doctrine  that  they  were  written  by  miracu- 
lous inspiration.  It  would  be  an  extraordinary 
fact,  if  these  books  presented  on  their  face  de-  L^ 
cisive  objections  to  their  own  credibility  which 
had  been  overlooked  for  eighteen  centuries  by 
intelligent  Christians  engaged  in  their  study. 
To  any  one,  indeed,  who  is  capable  of  a  just 
apprehensbn  of  the  proof  of  the  genuineness  of 
the  Gospels,  afforded  by  their  intrinsic  charac- 
ter, nothing  can  appear  more  idle  than  such  ah 
attempt  to  prove,  from  their  contents,  that  they 
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could  not  have  been  written  by  the  authors  to 
whom  they  are  ascribed. 

But  there  is  another  objection  drawn  from 
the  essential  character  of  the  Gospels,  which  is, 
in  fact,  the  root,  and  furnishes  the  sap  and 
strength,  of  all  others  which  have  been  urged 
against  them.  They  contain  the  history  of  a 
miraculous  dispensation  ;  and  a  miracle,  it  is  as- 
serted, is  impossible. 

This  objection,  if  it  can  be  maintained,  is 
final,  not  merely  in  regard  to  the  truth  of  the 
Gospels,  and  the  truth  of  Christianity,  but  in 
regard  to  the  truth  of  all  religion. 

The  assertion,  that  a  miracle  is  impossible, 
and,  consequently,  that  such  a  miraculous  inter- 
vention of  the  Deity  as  Christianity  supposes  is 
impossible,  must  rest  for  support  solely  on  the 
doctrine,  that  there  is  no  God;  but  that  the 
universe  has  been  formed  and  is  controlled  by 
physical  powers  essential  to  its  elementary  prin- 
ciples, which,  always  remaining  the  same,  must 
always  produce  their  effects  uniformly  according 
to  their  necessary  laws  of  action.  This  being 
so,  a  miracle,  which  would  be  a  change  in  these 
necessary  laws,  is,  of  course,  impossible. 

But  when  we  refer  the  powers  operating 
throughout  the  universe  to  one  Being,  as  the 
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source  of  all  power,  and  ascribe  to  this  Being 
intelligence,  design,  and  benevolence,  that  is, 
when  we  recognize  the  truth,  that  there  is  a 
God,  it  becomes  the  extravagance  of  presump- 
tuous folly  to  pretend,  that  we  may  be  assured, 
that  this  Being  can  or  will  act  in  no  other  way 
than  according  to  what  we  call  the  laws  of  na- 
ture; that  he  has  no  ability,  or  can  have  no 
purpose,  to  manifest  himself  to  his  creatures  by 
any  display  of  his  power  and  goodness  which 
they  have  not  before  witnessed,  or  do  not  ordi- 
narily witness. 

The  assertion,  therefore,  that  a  miracle  is  im- 
possible, can  be  maintained  by  no  coherent  rea- 
soning, which  does  not  assume  for  its  basis,  that 
all  religion  is  false ;  that  its  fundamental  doc- 
trine, that  there  is  a  God,  is  untrue.  The  con- 
troversy respecting  it  is  not  between  Christianity 
and  atheism ;  it  is  between  religion,  in  any  form 
in  which  it  may  appear,  and  atheism. 

One  may,  indeed,  give  the  name  of  God  to 
the  physical  powers  operating  throughout  the 
universe,  considered  collectively,  or  to  some 
abstraction,  as  the  moral  law  of  the  universe, 
for  example,  or  to  some  conception  still  more 
unsubstantial  and  unintelligible,  and  thus  con- 
tend that  he  does  not  deny  the  existence  of 
God.     But  there   is  but   one  view  which  an 
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honest  man  can  take  of  the  deception  which  in 
this  and  other  similar  cases  has  been  attempted 
through  a  gross  abuse  of  words,  bj  which  their 
Atrue  meaning  is  razed  out,  and  a  false  meaning 
forced  upon  them.  In  contending  with  irreli- 
gion,  we  have  a  right  to  demand  that  we  shall 
not  be  mocked  with  the  language  of  religion. 

But  the  fact  has  been  overlooked,  that,  sup- 
posing the  proposition  to  be  admitted,  that  a 
miraculous  intervention  of  the  Deity  is  impos- 
sible, it  would  have  no  bearing  on  our  immedi- 
ate subject.  No  inference  could  be  drawn  fix)m 
it  to  show  that  the  Gospels  were  not  written  by 
those  to  whom  they  are  ascribed. 

The  first  disciples  of  our  Lord^  the  first 
preachers  of  his  religion,  whether  their  account 
was  true  or  false,  taught  that  he  was  a  messen- 
ger fi*om  God,  whose  authority  was  continually 
attested  by  displays  of  divine  power,  supersed-^ 
ing  the  common  laws  of  nature.  They  repre- 
sented Christianity  only  under  the  character  of 
a  dispensation  wholly  miraculous*  It  has  come 
down  to  us  bearing  this  character  from  the  first 
accounts  we  have  of  its  annunciation,  —  from 
the  time  when  St.  Paul  wrote  those  Epistles, 
the  genuineness  of  which  cannot  be  questioned 
The  fact  that  Christianity  is  a  miraculous  dis-^ 
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pensation  was  the  basis  of  his  whole  teaching, 
and  equally  of  the  teachmg  of  the  other  Apos* 
ties.  It  cannot  be  pretended,  that  any  indica- 
tion is  to  be  found  of  its  baring  been  presented 
to  men  under  another  character.  The  effi^ts 
which  followed  its  preaching  are  such  as  could 
have  resulted  only  from  such  a  conception  of  it. 
The  hypothesis,  therefic^e, — for  such  an  hypoth* 
&as  has  actually  been  put  forward,*-^  that  this 
was  not  the  original  character  of  Christianity,--* 
that  its  first  preachers  did  not  announce  it  as  a 
miraculous  dispensation,  but  that  some  time  dur^ 
ing  the  lives  of  the  Apostles,  or  immediately  af-^ 
ter,  it  assumed  this  character, — can  be  regarded 
only  as  one  of  the  most  extraordinary  of  those 
exhibitions  of  human  folly  which  have  lately 
been  given  to  the  world  as  speculations  con-» 
ceming  our  religion.  There  is  no  doubt,  that 
the  Apostles  and  their  companions  represented 
Christ  as  a  messenger  from  God,  whose  divine 
authority  was  attested  throughout  his  ministry 
by  miracles.  It  can,  therefore,  be  no  objection 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  that  such  is 
the  representation  to  be  found  in  them.  Wheth^ 
er  true  or  false,  it  is  the  only  representation  that 


*  By  StrauM,  in  his  Iieben  Jeau  (life  of  Jeans). 
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was  to  be  expected  in  histories  of  Jesus  given 
by  Apostles  and  their  companions. 

The  Gospels,  then,  contain  that  view  of 
Christianity  which  was  presented  by  its  first 
preachers.  We  have  in  these  books  that  solemn 
attestation  which  was  borne  by  them,  and  was 
confirmed  by  circumstances  that  exclude  all 
doubt  of  its  truth,  to  facts  in  the  ministry  and 
character  of  Christ  which  evmce  his  divine 
mission.  And  to  this  nothing  is  objected  but 
a  speculation,  which  supposes  that  all  religion 
must  be  false. 

In  regard  to  men's  belief  in  Christianity,  and 
their  apprehension  of  its  character,  the  present 
is  an  age  of  transition.  We  are  leaving  behind 
us  the  errors  and  superstitions  of  former  days, 
with  all  their  deplorable  consequences, —^  the 
domination  of  a  priesthood,  tyranny  over  reason, 
persecution,  false  conceptions  of  morality  by 
which  its  sanctions  were  often  wholly  perverted, 
and  that  disgust  toward  Christianity  which  the 
deformed  image  bearing  its  name,  and  set  up 
for  idol-worship,  was  so  fitted  to  produce.  But, 
through  a  revulsion  of  feeling,  occasioned  by 
this  state  of  things,  many  of  the  clergy,  par- 
ticularly in  England,  —  one  is  reluctant  to  say 
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many  priests,  though  this  is  a  title  which  they 
readily  assume,  —  have  turned  about,  and  are 
travelling  back  into  the  dark  region  of  implicit 
faith,  Jesuitical  morality,  and  religious  formali- 
ties, absurdities,  and  crimes.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  a  multitude  of  speculatists,  who,  in  the 
abandonment  of  religious  error,  have  abandoned 
religion  itself,  and  whose  only  substitute  for  it, 
if  they  have  any,  is  an  unsubstantial  spectre 
which  they  have  decorated  with  its  tides. 
Meanwhile,  very  many  enlightened  men,  who 
have  been  repelled  from  the  study  of  Chris- 
tianity by  the  imbecility  or  folly  of  those  who 
have  assumed  to  be  its  privileged  expositors  and 
defenders,  regard  it,  at  best,  only  with  a  certain 
degree  of  respect,  as  being,  perhaps,  a  noble 
system,  if  jwroperly  understood,  and  one  the  be- 
lief of  which,  even  under  the  forms  that  it  has 
been  made  to  assume,  is,  at  all  events,  useful 
to  the  community: — Magnifica  guidem  res  et 
salutarisj  si  modo  est  ulla. 

In  order  that  we  may  pass  from  this  state  of 
things  to  a  better,  it  is  necessary  that  the  intel- 
lect of  men  should  be  awakened  and  brought 
to  exercise  itself  on  the  most  important  subject 
that  can  be  presented  to  its  examination.  The 
result  would  be  a  rational  and  firm  faith  in 
Christianity,  with  all  the  consequences  that  must 
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flow  from  such  a  fiadth.  The  convictums  which 
rest  on  reason  are  of  very  diflereat  efficacy  from 
the  impressions  produced  through  prejudice,  im- 
agination, or  passion.  The  latter  may  lead  to 
great  evil ;  the  former  can  produce  only  good. 
There  is  a  sense  of  reality  attending  the  con- 
victions of  reason,  which  makes  it  impossible 
that  they  should  not  penetrate  into  the  charac- 
ter. Let  any  one,  in  the  best  exercise  of  his 
understanding,  be  persuaded  that  the  history  of 
Jesus  Christ  is  true,  that  the  miracle  of  his 
mission  from  God,  which  belongs  to  the  order 
of  events  lying  beyond  the  sphere  of  this  world, 
and  concerning  the  whole  of  man's  existence, 
is  as  real  as  those  £aicts  which  take  place  in  this 
world,  conformably  to  the  narrow  circle  of  its 
laws  with  which  we  are  familiar,  and  he  hsa 
become  intellectually,  and  can  hardly  fail  to 
become  morally,  a  new  being.  In  recognising 
that  fact,  he  recognizes  his  relation  to  God,  or 
rather,  if  I  may  so  speak,  God's  relation  to  him. 
Life  assumes  another  character.  It  is  not  a 
short  period  of  existence  in  which  we  are  to 
confine  our  views  and  desires  to  what  may  be 
attained  widiin  its  Hmits.  It  is  a  state  of  prep- 
aration for  a  life  to  come,  which  will  coatinue 
into  an  infinity  where  the  eye  of  the  mind  is 
wfaoUy  incapable  of  following  its  course.   Yievred 
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in  the  broad  light  which  thus  pours  in  upon  us, 
their  false  coloring  disappears  from  the  objects 
of  passion,  and  we  perceive  that  there  is  nothing 
permanently  good,  but  what  tends  to  the  moral 
and  intellectual  progress  of  the  soul,  and  nothing 
to  be  dreaded  as  essentially  evil,  but  what  tends 
to  impede  it. 
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NOTE  A. 
(See  pp.  25  and  73.) 

FURTHER  REMARKS  ON  THE  PRESENT  STATE  OF  THE 
TEXT  OF  THE  GOSPELS. 


Section  I. 
Introductory  Statement. 

In  this  note  it  is  my  intention  to  show  the  great  extrava- 
gance of  the  language,  which  has  been  used  by  Griesbach 
and  others,  concerning  the  diversities  of  the  text  in  different 
copies  of  the  New  Testament  In  doing  this,  I  must  treat 
of  the  system  of  classifying  those  copies,  which  has  been 
connected  with,  and  has  principally  given  occasion  to, 
the  language  referred  to.  I  shall  then  notice  all  the  more 
important  passages  in  the  Seceived  Text  of  the  Gospels, 
which  seem  to  me  probably  spurious.  But  -as  the  criticism 
of  Matthew's  Grospel  depends  in  part  on  the  language  in 
which  it  was  originally  written,  and  upon  the  question, 
whether  it  was  the  Gospel  used  by  the  Hebrew  Christians, 
I  previously  shall  state  the  reasons  for  believing  it  to  have 
been  written  in  Hebrew,  and  to  have  been  used  by  those 
Christians. 


iY  ADDITIONAL  NOTES. 


Section  II. 


On  the  syitematic  Classification  of  the  Copies  of  the  New 
Testamenty  adopted  hy  Grieshach  and  others ;  and  the 
Language  concerning  the  Diversities  among  those  Copies^ 
vnth  which  it  has  been  connected. 

Griesbach  divides  the  authorities  for  settling  the  text  of 
the  New  Testament  into  three  principal  classes,  called  by 
him  recensionesy  "  recensions  *'  or  "  critical  editions.*^  He 
regards  the  manuscripts,  Tersiom,  and  quotations,  belonging 
to  any  one  of  these  classes,  as  more  or  less  conformed  to 
a  standard  text,  different  from  that  of  either  of  the  other 
two  classes.  The  grounds  of  this  classification  are  ex- 
plained by  him  in  the  third  section  of  the  Prolegomena  to 
his  edition  of  the  New  Testament  ^^That  two  dlfierent 
recensions,^'  he  says,  *^  were  in  existence  at  least  as  early 
at  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  is  evident  Jrom 
a  comparison  of  the  quot^Uions  of  Origen  vfith  ^ose  of 
TertuUian  asid  Cyprian.  The  Ghreek  text  imi^ied  in  the 
quotations  of  the  latter  is  difibrent  in  its  whole  confonna- 
tion  and  entire  coloring  {toto  mo  hahiin  unioersoque  colore) 
from  that  which  was  used  by  Origen,  and,  before  him,  by 
Clement  of  Alexandria.  The  former  text  [that  of  the  Latin 
(kthers,  TertuUian  and  C3rprian]  u  found  in  those  maim- 
scriptB  in  which*  the  Greek  original  is  acootnpamed  with  a 
Latin  version,  in  the  copies  of  the  Latin  veision  which  pre* 
ceded  the  Vulgate,  in  that  portion  of  the  Vatican  manu* 
script  which  contains  the  Gospel  of  Matthew,^  in  seven 
other  more  modem  manuscripts  enumemted  by  Griesbach, 
*♦  in  ihte  Sahidic  version,  and  the  Syriac  of  Jerusalem.** 
The  latter  text,  that  of  Origen,  is  found,  according  to  the 
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statemestt  of  Griesboch  in  his  different  writingi,  in  the 
Ephrem  mcmusoript,  in  the  manuscript  of  the  Gospeb  call- 
ed Codex  Stephani  ^,  in  the  Vatican,  with  the  exception 
of  the  first  and  greater  part  of  Matthew's  Gospel,  in  that 
part  of  the  Alexandrine  which  contains  the  Epistles  of 
Paul,  in  a  few  other  manuscripts  of  later  date  (though  in 
these  in  a  more  corrupt  state),  in  the  Coptic,  ^thiopic> 
Armenian,  and  Philoxenian-Syriao  versions,  and  in  the 
quotations  of  Eusebius,  Athanasius,  Cyril  of 'Alexandria, 
Isidore  of  Pelusium,  and  others.  This  text,  being  used  by 
Clement  and  Origen,  who  flourished  at  Alexandria,  and 
generally  at  Alexandria  and  throughout  Egypt,  may  be 
called  the  Alewandrine.  The  other  text,  being  from  the 
time  of  TertuUian  used  throughout  the  West  in  the  Latin 
Church,  may  be  called  the  We$iem.  ^^  It  was  not,  how- 
ever,''  says  Griesbach,  ^^  confined  within  the  bounds  of  the 
Western  Empire,  as  appears  from  the  agreement  between 
it  and  the  Sahidic  version  and  the  Syriac  of  Jerusalem, 
which,  though  not  constant,  is  frequent"  But,  beside  these 
two  more  ancient  texts,  he  supposes  a  third,  which  is  first 
found  in  the  quotations  of  the  Greek  Fathers  who  flourished 
about  the  close  of  the  fourth  century,  and  during  the  fifth 
and  sixth.  It  is  to  be  distinguished  into  its  earlier  and  later 
forms ;  and  in  one  or  the  other  is  found  in  a  great  mc^rity 
of  manuscripts,  and  appears  in  the  Grothic  version,  and 
also  in  the  Sclavonic,  though  the  copies  of  the  latter  differ 
often  from  each  other.  It  prevailed  in  the  Patriarchy  of 
Constantinople,  and  was  thence  spread  over  the  Christian 
world.  It  may  therefore  be  denominated  the  dmst^rnHnO" 
politan  or  Byzantine. 

The  characteristics  of  these  three  difierent  texts,  as  given 
by  Griesbach,  are  as  follows. 

^^The  Western  text  preserves  genuine  readings  of  a 
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harsher  kind,  remote  from  the  analog  of  the  Grreek  Ian- 
guage,  Hebraisms,  solecisms,  cacophonies;  by  all  which 
Western  readers  would  be  less  ofiended.  In  the  Alexan- 
drine recension,  there  appears  a  disposition  to  remove  or 
alter  whatever  might  be  offensive  to  the  ear  of  a  native 
Greek.  The  Western  endeavours  to  explain  the  sense, 
and  render  it  moce  obvious  by  interpretations,  periphra- 
ses, additions  sought  from  all  quarters  {odditamenHs  tm- 
decunque  canquisUU)^  and  by  transpositions  of  words  and 
sentences.  It  is  the  object  of  the  Alexandrine  to  improve 
the  language,  rather  than  to  illustrate  the  meaning.  The 
Western  presents  us  with  longer  readings,  it  has  more 
words,  it  contains  additions  derived  from  parallel  passages ; 
but  it  also  sometimes  omits  words,  which  seem  to  obscure 
the  sense,  or  to  be  contradictory  to  the  context,  or  to  what 
is  found  elsewhere ;  in  all  which  respects  the  Alexandrine 
is  the  purer  text  In  a  word,  in  the  Alexandrine  text  we 
discover  the  work  of  a  grammarian,  in  the  Western  that 
of  an  interpreter.'^  ^^In  all  the  particulars  which  have 
been  mentioned,  the  Byzantine  corresponds  much  with  the 
Alexandrine,  differing  from  it  only  in  discovering  yet  more 
regard  to  purity  of  language,  and  in  admitting  readings 
from  the  Western  text  different  from  the  Alexandrine,  or 
readings  compounded  of  those  found  in  both  texts."  ^^  The 
origin,'*  says  Griesbach,  "  of  these  different  recensions,  in 
the  deficiency  of  ancient  documents  and  testimony,  cannot 
be  historically  explained." 

In  remarking  upon  what  has  been  quoted,  I  will  first 
notice  the  exaggerated  language  used  by  Griesbach,  very 
remote  from  the  sober  statements  to  be  expected  in  a  mere 
critical  disquisition.  The  Western  text,  he  says,  differs 
from  the  Alexandrine  ^^  in  its  whole  conformation  and  en- 
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tire  coloring.^'  Let  us,  in  the  first  place,  compare  this 
with  his  own  language,  found  elsewhere.  The  Cambridge 
manuscript  is  regarded  by  Griesbach  as  containing  the 
Western  text,  and  the  Codex  Stephani  17  as  one  of  those 
which  have  preserved  the  Alexandrine.  In  comparing  the 
readings  of  these  manuscripts,  and  of  Origen,  he  says  :  — 

^^  From  the  frequent  agreement  of  the  Cambridge  man- 
uscript with  the  Codex  Stephani  17,  and  Origen,  it  appears 
that  the  most  ancient  Western  recension  agreed  with  the 
Alexandrine  in  innumerable  places'^;*  this,  of  course, 
must  mean,  in  innumerable  variations  from  the  Received 
Text. 

But  the  comparison  here  instituted  between  the  two  sup- 
posed texts,  though  it  leads  to  the  conclusion  just  quoted 
respecting  their  agreement  with  each  other,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  fair  one.  The  Cambridge  manuscript  cannot 
be  considered  as  belonging  to  any  class  of  manuscripts, 
so  as  to  be  a  correct  representative  of  their  standard  text. 
It  has  a  peculiar  character.  A  part  of  the  title  of  one  of 
the  chapters  in  Father  Simon's  "Critical  History  of  the 
Text  of  the  New  Testament "  is  this :  "  Why  is  the  Cam- 
hridge  manuscript  so  different  from  other  Greek  copies  7  " 
"  I  suspect,"  says  Bishop  Middleton,  "  that  all  the  collated 
manuscripts  put  together  do  not  contain  one  half  the  read- 
ings in  which  the  Codex  BezsB  [the  Cambridge  manu- 
script] difiers  from  the  Received  Text"t  In  the  fourth 
chapter  of  St.  John's  Gospel  (which  I  have  taken  without 
selection),  there  are,  if  I  have  counted  rightly,  seventy- 
seven  various  readings  quoted  by  Wetstein  from  this 
manuscript,  omitting  one  which  is  obviously  an  accidental 


*  SymbolaB  CriticsB,  Vol.  I.  pp.  cxvii.,  czviii. 

t  Middleton  on  the  Greek  Article;  Appendix  on  the  Cod.  BezQ. 
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error  in  the  spdliog  of  a  word.  Of  tbese^  thirty-teven 
appear  to  be  found  in  no  other  Greek  manufcript,  and 
twentj-aoTen  to  be  topported  by  no  other  authority  of 
any  kind.*  The  hypothesis  of  Matthisi  respecting  the 
origin  of  this  manuscript,  whether  oorreet  or  not,  anffi- 
ciently  corresponds  to  the  phenomena  irhich  it  presents. 
^My  suspicion  req>ecting  it,^'  he  says,  ^^is  this.  Some 
Latin  monk,  baring  a  moderate  acquaintance  with  the  Greek 
language,  had  written  in  the  margin  of  bis  Greek  New 
Testament,  passages  both  from  Greek  and  Latin  fathers, 
which  seemed  to  refer  to  particular  passages  of  the  New 
Testament.  He  had  noted  likewise  various  readings  of 
some  Grreek  and  Latin  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament 
He  had  added  parallel  passages  of  the  sacred  writings. 
From  this  miscellaneous  collection,  either  he,  or  some  other 
person,  prepared  a  text  according  to  his  own  judgment^ 
^^From  such  an  exemplar,  difierent  from  all  others,  the 
Cambridge  manuscript  was  derived."  f  It  seems  clear,  thst 
a  manuscript  of  such  a  character  cannot  properiy  be  con- 
sidered as  a  representative  of  any  class  of  authoritieB.  Bat 
the  Cambridge  manuscript  {occidaUalium  faciU  prineepi^ 
as  it  is  called  by  Griesbach)  is  a  main  pillar  of  the  theoiy 
respecting  a  separate  Western  text,  with  its  peculiar  char^ 
acteristics.  How  much  it  is  so  may  appear  from  a  passage 
in  a  work  which  Griesbach  published  in  1811,  the  3reaT 
before  his  death,  in  which  he  says,  ^^that  there  existed 
from  the  second  and  third  centuries  various  recensions  of 
the  sacred  text,  one  of  which,  as  respects  the  Gospels,  re- 
mains in  D  [the  Camlmdge  manuscript],  another  in  manu- 


*  In  making  this  oompntation,  I  hare  looked  for  coincident  atitlMH^ 
ities  in  Griesbach  as  well  as  Wetstein. 
t  Quoted  by  Middleton,  uhi  supra. 
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mmftB  B,  C,  L,*  and  another  in  manoscripts  E,  F,  G^ 
H,  S,t  and  others.^' |  Here  the  Cambridge  manufloript  ia 
mentioned  alone  as  the  representative  of  the  Western  text. 

We  will  now  produce  another  passage  from  Oriesbach. 
In  the  Epistles,  he  compares  the  readings  of  the  Clermont 
raamiscript,  which  be  considers  as>  in  this  part  of  the  New 
Testament,  a  representative  oi  the  Western  text,  with  the 
Alezandrine  authorities,  Origen,  the  Epfarem  manascript, 
aad  the  Codex  Stephani  17 ;  aod  remarks  :—'^  Tlie  Western 
recension,  as  &r  as  we  are  acquainted  with  it  from  this 
■MMUsoript,  was  nearly  allied  to  the  Alexandrine/' §  We 
maj  compare  this  with  the  language  used  in  his  Prolegom- 
ena ;  and,  in  order  to  i^w  more  clearly  the  extravagance 
of  the  iattar,  we  may  blend  the  words  of  both  sentences 
into  one :  —  Tk$  Western  recension^  so  far  as  we  are  ac' 
qumnted  with  it  from  this  manuscript^  was  nearly  allied  to 
the  Alexandrine^  although  it  differed  fivm  it  in  its  whole 
conformation  and  entire  coloring. 

Again,  the  Vatican  manuscript,  except  in  the  lai^er  part 
of  Matthew's  Gospel,  is  one  of  Griesbach's  principal  Alex- 
andrine authorities.  In  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles  of  St 
Paul,  he  represents  this  and  the  Alexandrine  and  Ephrem 
as  the  chief  guides  in  determining  the  Alexandrine  read- 
ings. ||  But  of  this  manuscript  he  says  in  his  latest  work  :  — 
*^  As  to  the  Vatican  manuscript,  (be  basis  of  its  text  is  alto- 
gether Alexandrine ;  but  its  irequent  agreement  with  the 


*  The  ValioMi,  the  Ephrem,  and  the  Codex  Stephani  e. 
t  ManuBoripti  regarded  by  Griesbach  as  containing  the  ByEantiae 
text. 
t  Comment.  Crit.  Partic.  II.  p.  Ixviii. 
§  Symbols  Crit  Vol.  I.  p.  oxxxviil. 
II  Prefkt.  ad  Vol.  H.  Nov.  Teet. 
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Cambridge  manuscript  shows  also,  that  it  is  everywheie 
allied  to  the  Western  copies."* 

Grissbach^s  whole  system  of  recensions  was  attacked  as 
baseless  by  Matthsei,  who,  at  the  same  time  with  him,  was 
devoting  himself  to  the  criticism  of  the  text  of  the  New 
Testament.  Matthsei  was,  I  suppose,  superior  to  Griesbach 
in  learning,  being  more  extensively  acquainted  with  the 
Greek  fathers,  and  the  character  of  their  quotations  from 
the  New  Testament.  He  was  a  laborious  scholar  after  the 
fashion  of  former  da3rs.  But  his  temper  was  irritable,  and 
his  style  in  controversy  coarse  and  jeering.  There  was 
much  bitterness  in  his  personal  attacks,  and  horse-play  in 
his  raillery ;  both  of  which  he  introduced  in  the  most  un- 
suitable of  all  places,  his  notes  and  remarks  in  his  editions 
of  the  New  Testament.  He  was  deficient  in  judgment  and 
power  of  reasoning ;  and,  even  when  his  arguments  were 
of  weight,  he  was  not  patient  enough  to  present  them  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  give  them  their  due  force.  His  writ- 
ings, therefore,  produced  little  effect  at  the  time ;  a  great 
majority  of  Grerman  scholars  siding  with  Griesbach,  who 
avoided,  in  general,  any  direct  controversy  with  his  rough 
opponent. 

But  after  the  quotations  I  have  given  from  Griesbach 
himself,  respecting  the  near  alliance  of  the  supposed  Alex- 
andrine and  Western  texts,  notwithstanding  the  great  dif- 
ference which  he  elsewhere  states  to  exist  between  them, 
no  one  will  be  surprised  to  find,  that  later  critics  reject  the 
distmction  altogether,  as  having  no  foundation  in  the  various 
readings  of  the  early  authorities  for  settling  the  text  of  the 

*  Comment.  Crit  Partic.  II.  p.  203,  note. 
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New  Testament.  Scholz,  who,  after  haying  spent  several 
years  in  the  collation  of  manuscripts,  published,  in  1880 
and  1886,  the  two  volumes  of  his  critical  edition  of  the 
New  Testament,  says :  — "  There  is  no  ground  for  distin- 
guishing between  those  which  have  been  called  Alexandrine 
and  those  which  have  been  called  Western  manuscripts. 
In  my  opinion  they  fkll  into  one  class.  They  all  differ  so 
much  from  one  another,  that,  if  we  regard  any  thing  more 
than  their  general  character,  and  undertake  to  separate 
them  into  classes  according  to  their  specific  peculiarities, 
we  must  make  as  many  classes  as  there  are  manuscripts.^'  * 
So  also  Eichhom,  though  he  had  previously  adopted  the 
classification  of  6riesbach,t  yet,  in  the  fourth  volume  of 
his  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament,  published  just  be- 
fore his  death,  speaks  of  "  the  dream  of  two  very  eariy 
recensions,  an  Alexandrine  and  a  Western,^'  as  having  no 
foundation  in  history ;  and  maintains,  that "  in  the  earliest 
times  what  have  been  called  the  Alexandrine  and  Western 
readings  were  found  intermingled ;  and  that  how  often  or 
how  seldom,  or  in  what  way,  any  manuscript  might  differ 
from  the  original  text,  depended  merely  on  accident,  on 
the  choice  of  the  exemplar  to  be  copied,  on  the  character 
of  the  transcriber  and  corrector  of  the  manuscript,  and 
other  similar  considerations,  and  not  upon  any  previous 
recension  [critical  edition  of  the  New  Testament]  ;  imless 
the  name  of  recension  be  given  to  every  transcript"} 

*  Bibliscli-kritiiche  Reise  (Travels  for  the  Purpose  of  Biblical 
Criticism),  pp.  178,  179.  See  also  the  Prolegomena  to  his  N.  T., 
cap.  ill. 

t  fanleit.  in  d.  N.  T.,  1. 675, 676. 

t  P.  273.  —  I  do  not  quote  Semler  as  an  authority  to  the  same 
point,  because  his  want  of  conscientiousness  as  a  writer,  his  passion 
for  new  hypotheses,  of  which  he  fbmished  the  g^nns  of  many  that 

B 
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But  the  &ct,  that,  instead  ot  there  being  two  early  texts, 
widely  differing  from  each  other,  there  is  truly  no  ground 
for  distinguishing  between  an  Alexandrine  and  a  Western 
text,  is,  I  think,  established  by  the  statements  of  Dr.  Lau- 
rence (late  Archbishop  of  Cashel).  The  quotations  of 
Origen  afford,  according  to  Griesbach,  the  highest  standard 
of  comparison  for  the  Alexandrine  class.  But,  respecting 
these  quotations,  Dr.  Laurence  remarks  as  follows :  — 

^^  In  order  to  ascertain  the  true  character  of  the  readings 
of  Origen,  the  whole  of  them  together,  and  not  a  partial  se- 
lection, should  be  examined.  With  this  impressicm,  I  hare 
given  all  which  a  diligent  investigation  enabled  me  to  dis- 
cover, in  the  Epistles  of  St.  P^ul,  and  have  noted  those 

have  since  flourished  for  a  time  under  the  eare  of  his  ■oocewors,  and 
the  dogmatism,  rashness,  and  inconsistency  of  his  assertions,  preTent 
any  reliance  upon  his  expressed  opinions.  But  he  was  the  immedi- 
ate predecessor  of  Griesbach  in  maintaining  the  theory  of  recensions 
of  the  text  of  the  New  Testament ;  and  it  may  be  worth  while  to 
observe,  that  he  also  blends  together  as  one  the  Alexandrine  and 
Western  recensions,  which  Griesbach  represents  as  so  difiisrent.  Of 
the  two  ancient  recensions  which  Semler  imagines,  one  is  called  by 
him  the  Eastern,  or  that  of  Lucian ;  the  other,  according  to  him,  was 
the  Western,  "  preyailing  also  in  Palestine  and  Egypt,  and  fmtmd  in 
ike  writings  of  Origen."  *^  It  is,*'  he  says,  ^perfectly  accordant  (ganz 
and  gar  einstimmig)  with  the  oldest  Latin  version,  the  haioj  or  what- 
ever it  was,  that  was  in  use  befbre  the  Valgate."  Semler's  notion 
of  the  identity  of  the  text  used  in  Egypt,  and  appearing  in  the 
writings  of  Origen,  that  is  to  say,  the  Alexandrine  text  of  Griesbach, 
with  what  Griesbach  calls  the  Western  text,  the  text  found,  accord- 
ing to  both,  in  the  oldest  Latin  version,  could  not  be  more  strongly 
expressed.  But  it  is  here  to  be  remarked,  that  we  are  acquainted 
with  no  one  particular  Latin  version  which  was  in  use  before  the 
Vulgate,  and,  therefore,  that  the  assertion  is  made  at  random,  that 
the  text  of  such  a  version  was  perfectly  accordant  with  some  other 
text. — See  Semler's  **Vorbereitung  zur  theologisehen  Herroeneiitili." 
^tqck  in.  Vorrede. 
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whieh  agree  with  other  Alexandrine  authorities,  or  with  the 
Western,  or  with  both.  The  total  amount  of  his  readings 
is  six  hundred  and  nine^  out  of  which  there  are  two  /bm- 
dred  and  twenty*nx  which  coincide  with  either  Western 
or  Alexandrine  authority,  or  with  both.  Of  the  remainder, 
many,  indeed,  not  unfrequently  accord  with  the  Byzantine, 
but  many  more  are  perfectly  insulated.^^  ^^  But,  notwith- 
standing the  great  amount  of  this  incongruous  remainder, 
there  are  found  a  sufficient  number  of  congruous  readings 
for  the  purpose,  at  least,  of  a  ccrniparative  examination. 

^^  There  occur  two  hundred  and  twenty-six^  which  coin- 
cide with  one  or  both  of  the  classes  alluded  to.  Of  these, 
one  hundred  and  eighteen  are  supported  by  Western  au- 
thority alone,  ninety  by  both  Western  and  Alexandrine 
united,  and  only  eighteen  by  Alexandrine  alone.  Supposing 
the  existence  of  an  Alexandrine  text,  we  may  presume  that 
Origen  would  frequently  have  associates  of  that  description 
in  peculiar  readings ;  but  this  presumption  is  &r  from  being 
warranted  by  fact.  For  in  truth,  the  very  reverse  takes 
pkce;  as,  out  of  ^100  hundred  and  twenty^six  readings, 
Origen  has  but  eighteen  distinguishable  from  the  Western 
text,  in  which  he  is  joined  by  any  other  Alexandrine  Ei- 
ther. Nor  even  in  this  limited  number  of  eighteen^  does 
he  read  in  conjunction  with  more  than  one  Alexandrine 
(sometimes  with  Clemens,  and  sometimes  with  Cyril),  ex- 
cept in  the  following  five  instances :  Rom.  iii.  30 ;  1  Cor. 
iv.  13;  viii.  8;  Ephes.  v.  25;  Philip,  i.  24;  in  which  he 
receives  a  double  support  On  the  other  hand,  his  alliance 
with  Western  authority,  in  exclusion  of  the  Alexandrine, 
is  so  intimate,  that  he  reads  with  that  alone,  not  eighteen^ 
but  one  hundred  and  eighteen  timee^  a  full  moiety  of  the 
whole  amount    Neither  does  he  here  often  read  with  one 
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or  two,  but  generally  (the  source  indeed  being  more  pro- 
lific) with  numerous  associates."* 

Besides  Origen,  Clement  of  Alexandria  is  another  of 
Griesbach's  principal  Alexandrine  authorities.  Of  Clement, 
however,  he  himself  thus  speaks  in  his  last  work:  —  "I 
readily  concede,  that  he  often  quoted  passages  of  the  New 
Testament  from  the  Western  edition,  and  agrees  wonder- 
fully {et  consentirt  mirwn  in  tnodwn)  with  the  Cambridge 
manuscript.  But  he  agrees  also  not  unirequently  {non  raro 
consonat)  with  manuscripts  of  the  Alexandrine  text,  the 
Vatican,  Ephrem,  and  Codex  Stephani  ti ;  and  this  not  only 
in  passages  where  they  give  the  same  reading  with  the 
Cambridge  manuscript,  but  in  passages,  also,  where  the 
Alexandrine  authorities  differ  from  the  Western."  t 

It  may  appear,  from  what  has  been  quoted,  that  Clement 
and  Origen,  though  put  forward  as  leaders  in  the  cause,  are 
but  doubtful  Alexandrines,  and  well  disposed  to  go  over  to 
the  enemy;  or  rather  that  they  are  both  open  traitors. 
More  seriously,  it  is  evident  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
distinguishing  under  the  name  Alexandrine^  or  in  any  other 
manner,  the  text  which  appears  in  their  quotations  from  the 
text  found  in  certain  other  authorities  called  Wesiem. 

But  the  language  I  have  quoted  from  Griesbach  concern- 
ing the  difference  between  these  two  supposed  texts  could 
not  be  used  with  an  approach  to  truth  concerning  the  differ- 
ences between  the  Greek  text  of  any  manuscripts  of  the 
New  Testament,  of  which  we  have  knowledge,  or  may 
infer  the  former  existence  from  quotations  and  versions. 


*  Laurence's  '*  Remarks  upon  the  Systematical  Classification  of 
Manuscripts  adopted  by  Griesbach,'  pp.  129-  13S. 
t  Comment.  Crit.  pp.  xlix,  1. 
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If  we  ezamme,  for  a  few  pages  together,  aU  the  various 
readiDgs  collected  by  Wetstein  and  Griesbach,  it  is  more 
probable  than  otherwise,  that  we  shall  not  meet  with  one 
of  importance,  I  do  not  say  as  affecting  the  sense,  but  as 
afiecting  the  character  of  the  style.  In  speaking  of  the 
Cambridge  manuscript,  Middleton  remarks,  in  a  spirit  of 
exaggeration  similar  to  that  of  Griesbach : — ^'  If  we  had,  at 
the  present  day,  no  other  Greek  manuscript  of  the  Grospels, 
almost  every  thing  which  the  learned  have  determined 
respecting  the  style  and  language  of  the  Evangelists  would 
be  wholly  unfounded."  *  But  what  can  be  meant  by  such 
a  remark  ?  What  proportion  of  the  criticisms  in  Gataker 
^'  de  Novi  Instrumenti  Stylo,"  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the 
Gospels,  would  cease  to  be  applicable  ?  How  much  of 
Vorstius  ^'  de  Hebraismis  "  could  be  dispensed  with  in  con- 
sequence ?  What  proportion  of  Glasse's  "  Philologia  Sacra" 
would  the  case  supposed  render  useless  ?  How  many  new 
words  or  new  senses  would  it  be  necessary  to  add  to  the 
Lexicons  of  the  New  Testament ;  or  how  many  now  found 
in  them  would  it  be  necessary  to  strike  out  ?  The  whole 
amount  of  the  difference  between  the  text  of  the  Cambridge 
manuscript  and  the  corrected  text  of  Griesbach,  so  far  as 
it  regards  the  characteristics  of  the  style,  consists  in  a  few 
anomalous  expressions,  especially  in  an  occasional  improper 
use  or  neglect  of  the  article,  a  circumstance  not  strange  in 
a  Grreek  manuscript  written  by  a  Latin  transcriber ;  and,  as 
I  believe,  in  some  other  Latinisms,  arising  from  the  circum- 
stance that  the  Greek  text  has  been  in  certain  passages 
conformed  to  some  Latin  text,  though  the  existence  of  this 
last  characteristic  has  been  disputed  by  many  modem  crit- 
ics.    Middleton  himself  has  furnished  a  collation  of  one 

*  Middleton,  ubi  supra. 
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chapter  from  this  manuscript,  and  the  most  important  vari- 
ous readings  from  two  others.  Every  one  may  see  to 
how  little  they  amount,  as  afiecting  the  style  of  the  New 
Testament. 

But  this  manuscript  presents  an  extreme  case.  We  can 
bring  such  language  as  we  have  quoted  from  Griesbech 
to  a  fairer  test  The  Byzantine  text  is  regarded  by  him 
as  of  the  least  authority, — as  the  most  corrupt  But  this  is 
the  text,  which,  as  found  in  the  later  and  least  valuable 
manuscripts  of  the  class,  was,  according  to  him,  the  ground- 
work of  the  Received  Text  His  opinions  concerning  the 
latter  are  expressed  in  the  first  part  of  his  Prolegomena 
to  the  New  Testament  The  following  is  the  statement  of 
another  writer  of  his  school  of  criticism,  Bertholdt: — **The 
Received  Text  is  such  a  wretched  mixture,*  as  is  not  found 
in  the  most  modem  and  most  corrupted  manuscripts  of  die 
New  Testament  Its  groundwork  is  the  text  found  in  very 
modem  manuscripts.^' f  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  the 
otgect  of  Griesbach,  in  his  corrected  text,  to  approximate  to 
the  origmal  text  as  neariy  as  possible.  Here,  then,  we  have 
the  two  extremes,  the  purest  and  the  most  cormpt  text  Let 
us  compare  them  together,  and  see  how  great  is  the  dis- 
agreement There  can  be  no  question,  that  he  would  be 
thought  to  make  a  very  wild  assertion,  who  should  say  that 
Griesbach's  text  difiered  in  its  ^^  whole  conformation  and 
entire  coloring  **  from  the  Received  Text  But  in  making 
this  comparison  we  have  brought  together  texts  which, 
according  to  his  hypothesis,  should  be  most  unlike, — the 


*  *'  Greulicher  Mischmasch,*'  literally,  *'  ihockiDg  hotch-potch/* 
t  Bertholdt's  HistoriBch-kritiBche  Einleitung,  u.  s.  f.  i.  e.  Histori- 
cal and  Critical  Introduction  to  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  Part  I. 
p.  366. 
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most  pure,  and  the  most  corrupt.  What  then  shall  we  say 
of  such  language  as  applied  to  the  Alexandrine  and  the 
Western  texts  ?  Did  either  the  Alexandrine  or  the  Western 
text  differ  more  than  the  Received  Text  from  the  original  ? 
If  SO9  one  or  the  other,  or  both,  was  more  corrupt  than  the 
Received  Text,  contrary  to  all  Griesbach^s  statements.  If 
they  difiered  less  from  this  common  standard,  then  their 
di^rences,  when  compared  together,  must  have  been  small 
indeed. 

The  amount  of  difference  between  the  Received  Text 
and  the  most  correct,  and  the  importance  of  the  various 
readings  of  the  New  Testament,  are  subjects  to  which  we 
shall  again  advert  Enough,  perhaps,  has  been  said  to 
show  how  wholly  unfounded  is  the  language  of  Griesbach. 
I  have  remarked  upon  it  thus  particularly,  not  only  on 
account  of  the  authority  of  his  name,  but  because  asser- 
tions of  a  similar  character  are  common  in  the  writings  of 
German  critics.  We  will  now  take  a  further  view  of  the 
theory  with  which  it  is  connected,  the  theory  of  ancie$U 
recensions  of  the  text  of  the  New  Testament ;  which,  aAer 
being  maintained  by  Griesbach,  was  extensively  received, 
and  has  been  variously  modified  by  different  writers.  It 
was,  however,  as  we  shall  see,  virtually  abandoned  by 
Griesbach  himself.  ' 

According  to  this  theory,  all  the  authorities  of  the  Alex- 
andrine, of  the  Western,  and  of  the  Byzantine  class,  or  of 
any  other  classes  which  may  be  supposed,  are  respectively 
derived  from  a  standard  text,  peculiar  to  that  class,  of 
which  they  are  more  or  less  faithful  copies.  Two  different 
standard  texts,  according  to  Griesbach,  existed  before  the 
close  of  the  second  century ;  and  another  was  subsequently 
formed,  from  which  the  Byzantine  authorities  are  derived. 
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He  uses,  in  denoting  his  classes,  the  word  recensio^  the 
meaning  of  which  is  ^^  critical  edition,*'  and  which  implies 
the  existence  of  a  standard  text  formed  with  care.  ^^A 
critic,*'  says  Griesbach,  in  explaining  his  system,  ^^who, 
bringing  together  many  manuscripts,  or  other  helps,  so 
remodels  the  text  of  any  work  as  to  cause  it  to  differ  in  its 
whole  conformation  from  the  text  of  all  other  manuscripts, 
is  to  be  considered  as  the  author  of  a  new  recensionJ*^  * 
He  speaks  of  the  '^  ancient  and  native  readings "  of  the 
Alexandrine  text.t  He  says,  that  ^^  no  manuscript  of  either 
recension  (the  Alexandrine  or  Western)  has  come  down  to 
us,  which  has  not  been  interpolated  in  many  places '*;| 
^'  no  recension  is  found  in  any  remaining  manuscript  suck 
as  it  originally  existed,^^§  He  speaks  of  ^^distinguishing 
the  later  interpolations  and  glosses  from  the  genuine  and 
primitive  readings  of  either  recension.*'  ||  He  says  in  one 
place,  that  the  Alexandrine  and  Western  recensions  are 
equally  ancient ;  ^  and  in  another,  that  the  Western  recen- 
sion is  far  the  most  ancient  of  aU,**  In  his  last  work,  he 
adopts  the  opinion  of  Hug,  that  the  Byzantine  authorities 
are  to  be  referred  to  a  text  which  had  been  critically 
formed  by  Lucian ;  ft  or,  in  other  words,  that  Lucian  is  the 
author  of  the  Byzantine  recension.  But,  above  all,  it  is 
the  main  principle  of  his  criticism  on  the  New  Testament, 


*  **  Criticafl,  qui  adhibitis  codicibus  pluribos,  aliisve  subsidiis,  tez- 
turn  libri  cajusdam  ita  refingit,  ut  habitu  univeno  a  csteronim  codi- 
cum  omnium  textu  difierat,  novam  recendonem  elaborAsM  censendos 
eat.'*  —  Cura  in  Epist,  Patdin.  Sect.  I.  §  17.  See  also  what  pre- 
cedes and  follows. 

i  Symb.  Crit.  I.  p.  cviii.  X  Symb.  Crit.  I.  p.  cxix. 

§  Prolegom.  in  N.  T.  Sect.  III.      ||  Symb.  Crit  I.  p.  cxz. 

IT  Symb.  Crit.  I.  p.  cxix.  *•  Comment.  Crit.  IHutic.  I.  p.  68. 

tt  Comment.  Crit.  Partic.  II.  p.  Ivii. 
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that  every  authority  ia  to  be  reibrred  to  its  parttculat  claaa, 
and  regarded^  in  the  first  instance,  merely  as  serving  to 
deteifmine  the  reading  of  the  standard  text  of  that  recensioil 
to  which  it  belongs.  All  the  authorities  of  one  class,  as 
they  are  all  derived  from  one  standard  text,  are  to  be 
ooMidered  only  as  a  single  evidence.  The  comparative 
authority  of  the  different  recensionB,  each  being  considered 
as  a  single  evidence,  and  their  agreement  <ft  disagreement 
with  each  other,  are  alone  to  be  ultitnalely  regarded,  in 
determining  the  probability  o(  difierent  readings  from  au- 
thority or  external  evidence.  Our  existbg  documents  are 
direct  authority,  not  for  the  original  text  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment^ but  only  for*  the  text  of  the  recension  to  which  they 
respectively  belong. 

In  his  **  Introduction  to  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,^* 
Bertboldt  explains  at  length  the  opinions  of  Griesbach,  and 
ascribes  to  him  ^*  the  immortal  honor  of  having  first  fully 
eomprehended,  and  clearly  explained,*'  the  system  of  the 
elassification  of  authorities.  The  foundations  of  this  sys- 
tem he  considers  as  immovable,  ^till,  he  regards  it  as  in 
some  respects  defective  and  objectionable.  *^Griesbach*s 
83rBtem  of  criticism,"  he  says,  *^  taking  its  commencement 
from  the  two  oldest  recensions,  which  had  their  origin  in 
^  last  half  of  the  second  century,  leaves  untouched  the 
long  period  from  the  composition  of  the  writings  of  the 
New  Testament  to  the  middle  of  that  century."  He  refers 
to  an  article  in  a  Grerman  journal,  written  by  Griesbach 
himself,  in  which  Bertboldt  says  that  Griesbach  expressly 
professes  *'  to  have  had  no  higher  purpose  than  to  restore 
the  text,  in  all  its  essential  parts,  such  as  it  existed  in  the 
two  original  collections,  which  were  made,  one  of  the 
Gospels  called  Evay/tltoy,  and  the  other  of  the  Epistles 
called  ^Anooxoloqy    *^  As  it  regards  the  original  text,"  says 
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the  too  rhetorical  critic,  ^^  he  passes  from  the  bounds  of  the 
empirical  and  throws  himself  into  the  arms  of  the  higher 
criticism  ;  judging  of  what  was  originally  written  only  by 
the  intrinsic  goodness  of  the  reading."  * 

Such  are  the  accounts  given  by  Ghriesbach  and  his  fol- 
lowers of  the  h3rpothesis  of  recensions  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment ;  but  what  has  been  alleged  from  him  is  not  consistent 
with  what  is  found  elsewhere  in  his  writings.  I  will  now 
quote  from  one  of  his  earliest  worics,  and  from  his  latest ; 
his  Cura  in  Epistolaa  Paulinas^  and  his  Cammentariui 
Crilicus, 

In  the  former,  he  supposes,  that  the  undisputed  Epistles 
{ai  ofioXoyovfAwai)  were  collected  into  a  volume  before  the 
middle  of  the  second  century,  though  he  expresses  a  doubt 
whether  it  were  done  so  early.  This  collection  was  called 
o  ^Anoaxolog  (the  Apostolos).  '^  It  cannot  be  determined," 
he  says,  ^^  whether  the  text  of  this  collection  was  derived 
from  the  very  originals,  or  from  copies  of  particular  Epis- 
tles, or  fron)  some  partial  collections.  We  may  readily  be- 
lieve, that  the  editor  transcribed  one  or  two  Epistles  from 
the  originals ;  but  it  is  hardly  probable  that  they  were  all  so 
copied.  It  is  enough  for  us,  that  the  collection  exhibited 
a  sufficiently  genuine  text,  and  had  no  false  readings  which 
would  either  remarkably  change  the  sense,  or  corrupt  and 
deprave  the  doctrine  of  the  Apostles.  For,  as  the  collec- 
tion was  received  by  all  the  catholic  churches,  not  except- 
ing those  to  whom  the  Epistles  had  formerly  been  written, 
we  may  infer  that  no  one  suspected  the  editor  of  changing 
or  interpolating  their  text ;  but  that  this  edition  agreed  with 
those  copies,  which,  being  taken  from  the  originals,  were 
already  in  the  hands  of  many  learned   men  before  the 

*  Bertholdt's  Einleitang,  Part  I.  p.  317. 
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collection  was  published."  The  Epistles  being  thus  brought 
together  into  a  volume,  aud  the  collection  being  published, 
copies  of  it  were  soon  multiplied.  But  it  is  not  probable, 
he  says,  that  those  more  ancient  manuscripts,  which  were 
in  existence  before  its  publication,  were  thrown  aside  or 
destroyed  by  their  possessors.  Every  one  retained  that 
which  he  had  before  used,  merely  adding  those  Epistles 
which  he  found  wanting  in  his  copy.  "  From  this  time," 
continues  Griesbach,  ^^  there  were  two  sorts  of  manuscripts ; 
one,  the  copies  of  those  which  existed  before  the  collection, 
the  Apoatolos^  was  formed ;  and  the  other,  copies  of  the 
latter^  of  the  new  edition.*'  "  Here,  then,"  he  says,  "  we 
discover,  unless  I  am  altogether  deceived,  t?ie  origin  of  two 
different  recensions  f  Deprehendimus  igitur,  nisi  nos  fal- 
lunt  omnia,  duarum  recensionum  diversarum  incunabula  !  " 
The  Italics  and  the  note  of  admiration  are  his  own.  The 
Latins,  according  to  him,  were  more  tenacious  of  the  an- 
cient manuscripts.  The  Greeks,  among  whom  there  were 
more  ready  transcribers  of  Greek,  and  among  whom, 
therefore,  a  new  Greek  manuscript  could  be  more  easily 
procured,  gradually  laid  aside  those  obsolete  copies,  and 
adopted  in  their  stead  transcripts  of  the  collection.  "If 
the  text  of  the  Aposiolos  was  freed  by  the  editor  from  some 
Hebraisms,  and  forms  of  expression  unusual  among  native 
Greeks,  it  might  be  more  agreeable  to  them  than  that 
harsher  Western  recension  in  which  they  were  retained. 
Into  the  latter,  however,  many  glosses  early  found  their 
way,  but  such  as  regarded  the  sense,  more  than  the  Greek 
idiom."  Griesbach  then  proceeds  to  point  out  what  he 
supposes  the  characteristics  of  these  two  classes  of  man- 
uscripts, as  they  were  propagated  by  transcribers.  They 
are  the  same  which  he  has  assigned  respectively  to  the 
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Western  and  Alexandrine  recensiona,  in  bis  Prolegomena  to 
the  New  Testament* 

Here,  then,  we  have  one  of  his  eariiest  accounts  of  what 
be  calls  the  Western  and  Alexandrine  recensions.  Its  in- 
consistency with  what  we  have  before  quoted  is  obvious. 
There  was,  according  to  this  account,  no  Western  reeem- 
turn,  in  the  sense  in  which  be  elsewhere  uses  the  term. 
There  was  no  standard  text  for  manuscripts  of  this  class 
but  the  original  text  It  is  to  this,  that  the  authoritiei 
belonging  to  the  Western  class,  according  to  Grieebach's 
own  statement,  carry  us  back  directly,  without  the  inter* 
vention  of  any  critical  edition.  The  Alexandrine  and 
Western  texts  are  not  equally  ancient;  the  former  was 
derived  from  the  ApotioloSy  the  latter  from  the  originals. 
One  of  the  only  two  more  ancient  recensions,  which  he 
supposes,  is  struck  out  The  existence,  indeed,  even  of  an 
Alexandrine  recenaion  seems  not  very  confidently  stated. 
But,  allowing  the  existence  of  the  latter,  yet,  according  to 
what  has  been  quoted,  each  manuscript  of  the  Western 
class  is  to  be  referred  to  the  original  text  as  its  archetype, 
and  not  to  be  regarded  merely  as  determining  the  text  of  a 
subsequent  critical  edition. — It  is  not  to  my  immediate  pur- 
pose to  insist  on  the  fbct,  that  the  statements  which  we 
have  quoted,  so  far  as  they  imply  any  peculiar  theory,  are 
merely  conjectural ;  though  it  may  be  worth  while  for 
every  one  studying  the  works  of  German  scholars  to 
attend  well  to  the  distinction  between  what  is  asserted  and 
what  is  proved.  All  with  which  we  are  at  present  con- 
cerned is  the  inconsistency  of  those  statements  with  Gries- 
bach^s  principles  of  criticism, 

In  his  CommetUariw  Criticm^  the  whole  doctrine  of  two 

*  Curs  in  Epist.  Paulin.  Sect.  U.  §§  12-15. 
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standard  texts,  the  Western  and  Alexandrine^  maj  be  oon^ 
sidered  as  abandoned.  In  this  work,  he  remarks  upon  a 
new  theory,  or  rather  upon  a  new  modification  of  his  own 
theory,  proposed  by  Hug.*  Hug  supposes,  that  there  were 
no  recenaicms  before  the  middle  of  the  third  century.  Pre« 
viously  to  that  time,  there  existed  only  the  common  edition^ 
iu9B0ig  noun^,  derived  without  intervention  from  the  original 
text ;  and  to  this  he  refers  the  principal  Western  authori- 
ties, and  the  quotations  of  Clement  and  Origen ;  thus,  like 
other  critics,  blending  together  Griesbach^s  Western  and 
Alexandrine  recensions.  Upon  this  Griesbach  remarks :  — 
^^  In  the  first  place,  respecting  tlie  Western  recension,  or 
the  common  edition^  there  is  a  sufficient  agreement  between 
Hug  and  myself.  I  did  not  suppose  that  we  were  indebted 
for  its  (original  formation  to  the  labor  of  any  learned  man, 
revising  a  copy  before  him,  and  settling  the  text  by  the 
collation  of  manuscripts  according  to  his  own  judgment; 
but  I  rather  supposed  that  it  was  derived  from  ancient 
copies  of  single  books  of  the  New  Testament,  or  from 
partial  collections  of  those  books.  Not  a  few  manuscripts 
of  this  kind  were  in  general  circulation  before  the  publica- 
tion  of  the  EmYyiktov  {Evangely^  collection  of  the  Four 
Grospels)  and  the  'Anooiokoi  (Apostolos),  and  were  after- 
wards laid  aside  by  the  Greeks,  but  preserved  by  the  Iiatins 
or  Western  Christians.  But,  although  such  was  its  origin, 
I  did  not  hesitate  to  call  the  Western  text  a  recension; 
partly,  because,  in  works  of  criticism,  mention  is  often  to 
be  made  conjointly  of  the  Alexandrine  and  Byzantine  re* 
censione  and  of  the  Western  text^  and  therefore,  for  the 
sake  of  brevity,  I  thought  that  they  might  all  not  improp- 
erly be  called  by  the  common  name  of  recension ;  partly, 

*  In  the  first  volume  of  hit  Introduction  to  the  N.  T. 
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because  I  doubted  whether  it  could  be  proved,  by  sufficient 
historical  ailments,  that  the  text  of  the  other  families,  the 
Alexandrine  and  Byzantine,  derived  its  origin,  as  regards 
either  class,  from  the  revision  of  any  particular  critic ;  and, 
lastly,  because  I  was  persuaded  that  the  text  of  the  Cam- 
bridge  manuscript,  which  takes  the  lead  among  Western 
authorities,  was  transcribed  from  another,  which  some  critic 
had  diligently  revised  upon  certain  principles.  For  these 
reasons,  I  think  I  spoke  without  rashness  of  a  Western 
recensianJ*^  • 

It  is  unnecessary  to  remark  at  length  upon  this  passage. 
Grriesbach,  it  seems,  adopted  the  word  ^^  recension ''  in 
preference  to  "  text,"  or  "  class,"  or  "  family,"  or  any  other, 
because  it  suited  two  of  the  subjects  to  which  it  was  applied, 
though  it  did  not  suit  the  other ;  because  he  doubted  whether 
it  was  really  more  applicable  to  the  two  former  than  to  the 
latter  ;  and  because,  in  liis  opinion,  one  manuscript,  which 
he  reckons  of  the  Western  class,  actually  exhibited  a  text, 
which  might  be  called  a  recension. 

Notwithstanding  what  has  been  quoted,  however, 
Griesbach  was  still  unwilling  to  give  up  the  notion  of  a 
recension;  and  though  he  thinks  that  the  Western  text  was 
not  that  of  a  recension,  and  that  no  account  is  to  be  given 
of  the  author  of  the  Alexandrine,  he  adopts  the  opinion  of 
Hug,  that  we  are  indebted  to  Lucian  for  the  Byzantine. 
On  this  subject  Hug  spreads  out  at  length  his  baseless  and 
wearisome  speculations.  The  same  opinion  is  likewise 
maintained  by  Eichhom,  in  an  examination  extending 
through  many  pages ;  though  the  sentences  with  which  it 
begins  and  ends  throw  something  of  a  ludicrous  character 

*  Comment.  Grit  Paitic.  II.  p.  zliii.  seqq. 
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over  the  whole.  He  speaks  of  Liucian  in  connection  with 
another  supposed  editor  of  the  New  Testament,  whom  Hug 
had  brought  forward,  Hesychius.  '^  Unfortunately,^'  says 
Eichhom,  in  commencing,  ^^  the  Church  has  preserved  such 
an  entire  silence  concerning  these  two  men  and  their  crit- 
ical labors,  that  we  should  have  no  information  whatever 
concerning  their  meritorious  undertaking,  if  it  were  not  for 
a  few  words  of  Jerome '' ;  *  and  in  concluding  he  says,  that 
^^  upon  the  character  of  theit  texts  not  one  poor  word  of 
testimony  has  come  down  to  our  times."  f  It  is  seldom 
that  the  scantiness  of  materials  for  framing  an  hypothesis 
has  been  so  honestly  avowed. 

According  to  Jerome,  Hesychius  and  Lucian  each  pub- 
lished an  edition  of  the  Septuagint,  as  Origen  had  done 
before  them.  The  manuscripts  of  the  Septuagint  in  the 
earlier  times  of  Christianity  varied  much  from  each  other ; 
and  a  critical  edition  of  it  was,  therefore,  a  praiseworthy 
labor;  and  is  so  spoken  of  by  Jerome.  The  edition  of 
Hesychius,  he  says,  was  used  at  Alexandria  and  in  Egypt ; 
that  of  Lucian,  from  Constantinople  to  Antioch ;  and  that 
of  Origen,  in  the  provinces  between.l  Hesychius,  of  whom 
very  little  is  known  or  conjectured,  is  supposed  to  be  the 
same  Hesychius  who  was  a  bishop  of  £g3rpt,  and  died  a 
martyr  in  the  persecution  of  Diocletian.  Lucian,  who  is 
spoken  of  with  great  respect,  generally,  by  the  more  an- 
cient writers  who  mention  him,  was  a  presbyter  of  Antioch, 
and  suffered  death  in  the  same  persecution. 

Thus  far  we  are  informed  only  of  edUiotu  of  the  Sejh 

•  — **  weDD  nicht  HieroDjrnms  desselben  mit  ein  paar  Worten  er- 
wahnt  hatte."    Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.  IV.  p.  276. 

t  lb.  p.  331. 

I  PnEdat  ad  Paralipom.  Opp.  I.  1023.  Ed.  Martianay.  Adven. 
Rafinum,  Lib.  IL  Opp.  IV.  P.  IL  col.  425. 
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MuigitU  pnbliflhed  by  Lucian  and  Hesychiuft.  In  another 
place,  Jerome  says : — ^^Lacian  so  labored  in  the  study  of 
the  Scriptures,  that  to  this  day  some  copies  are  called  after 
his  name."*  But  the  notion,  that  he  and  Hesychius  pub- 
lished editions  of  the  New  Teatimenty  which,  in  common 
with  their  editions  of  the  Septuagint,  obtained  general  cir* 
culation,  is  founded  upon  another  passage  of  Jerome,  the 
meaning  of  which  I  beliere  to  have  been  misconceived. 
It  is  in  the  Preface  to  his  Latin  translation  of  the  GrospeIs.f 

In  this  Preface,  he  says  of  the  copies  of  the  Latin  ver* 
sions  of  the  New  Testament  extant  when  he  wrote,  that 
some  passages  had  been  incorrectly  rendered  by  difierent 
translators,  others  more  faultily  emended  by  ignorant  pre- 
sumers,  and  others  added  or  changed  by  negligent  tran- 
scribers ;  that  transcribers  were  accustomed  to  transfer  into 
one  Gospel  what  they  found  in  another;  and  that  there 
were  almost  as  many  different  exemplars  (of  a  Latin  yer« 
aion)  as  there  were  manuscripts.  This  being  the  state  of 
things,  he  had  made  a  new  translation  of  the  Gospels.  ^  Yet 
who  is  there,^'  he  asks,  ^whether  learned  or  unlearned, 
who,  when  he  takes  my  volume  into  his  hands,  and  finds 
that  what  he  reads  differs  from  what  he  has  been  accus- 
tomed to,  will  not  immediately  break  out  against  roe  as  a 
fiilsifier,  as  sacrilegious,  for  daring  to  add  or  alter  or  correct 
any  thing  in  the  ancient  books.^^ 

But,  in  addition  to  this,  the  Latin  versions  of  the  Old 
Testament  had  been  made  fVom  the  Septuagint,  and  Jerome 
thought  that  there  should  be  a  Latin  version  conformed  to 
the  original  Hebrew,  and  thus  further  exposed  himself  to 
obloquy;  since  many  regarded  the  Septuagint  as  an  in- 

*  De  Scriptoribua  EceledoBticis,  cap.  77.   Opp.  IV.  P.  II.  ool.  121. 
t  Opp.  1. 1425. 
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spired  vefston^  the  ultimate  sttndard  for  the  tejrt  of  the  Old 
Testament ;  while  others,  without  deciding  on  the  question 
of  its  inspiration,  considered  its  authority  as  preeminent, 
and  maintained  that  the  introducing  of  new  readings  from 
the  Hebrew  into  a  Latin  version  of  the  (Md  Testament 
would  only  lead  to  evil.* 

Such  being  the  case,  Jerome  is  speaking  in  his  Preface, 
somewhat  confusedly,  of  Tersions,  both  of  the  Old  Testa- 
ment and  of  the  Gospels,  and,  in  this  connectioD,  intfodu»> 
ces  the  passage  which  has  serred  for  a  fotmdation  to  the 
theory  of  widely  spread  reoensioDs  of  the  New  Testament, 
which  had  Lueian  and  Heeychius  for  their  authors.  Prop- 
eriy  rendered  it  is,  I  believe,  as  follows :  *^ 

*^  I  pass  over  those  manuscripts,  named  after  Lueian  and 
Hesychius,  which  are  perversely  contended  for  by  a  few 
individuals,  who  allow  of  no  correction  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment which  deviates  from  the  Septuagint,  and  admit  of  no 
advantage  from  any  correction  in  the  New,  though  the 
translations  of  the  Scriptures  previously  made  into  the 
languages  of  many  different  nations  show  that  what  has 
been  added  is  spurious."  t 

*  Vid.  Angostiiii  Epistoln  a4  HicroDjiniim,  ap.  Hieron.  Opp.  IV. 
P.  U.  602, 610.  Rufini  Inyect  in  Hieron.  lb.  col.  444,  seqq.  See 
also  Jerome *B  Prefaces  (Opp.  I.)  to  Genesis,  Joshua,  Job,  and  other 
books  translated  by  him  from  the  Hebrew. 

t  **  Pnetermitto  eos  codices,  quos,  a  Luciano  et  Hesjcbio  nuncupa- 
tOB,  paucorum  hominum  asserit  perrersa  contentio ;  quibus  utique  nee 
in  Veteri  Instnunento  post  septuaginta  Inter|Hrete6  emendare  quid 
licoit,  n«c  in  Novo  profuit  emendasse ;  quum  multaram  gentiam  iin* 
gois  Scripture  ante  traoslata  doceat  fidsa  esse  qa9  addita  sunt" 

The  passage  has  been  understood  as  if  quihts  re&ired  to  Lueian 
and  Hesychius;  I  conceive  it  to  refer  to  komnUnu,  The  former 
reftrenoe  being  given  to  the  relative,  the  peasage  is  ondentood  thus : 
_M I  pass  over  those  manuscripts,  perversely  contended  fbr  by  a  few 
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If  this  rendering  be  correct,  the  passage  contains  no 
reference  to  any  editions  of  the  New  Testament  by  Lucian 
and  Hesychius.  The  manuscripts  named  after  them  were 
copies  of  their  editions  of  the  Septuagint.  The  authority 
of  those  copies  was  contended  for  by  individuals,  who  be- 
lieved that  the  Septuagint  should  be  regarded  as  of  ultimate 
authority  in  determining  the  sense  of  the  Old  Testament, 
and  that  its  text  was  correctly  given  by  one  or  the  other  of 
those  editors;  and  who,  at  the  same  time,  from  similar 
prejudices,  were  unwilling  to  allow  that  any  advantage 
would  result  from  a  new  translation  of  the  New  Testament 
The  spurious  additions  which  Jerome  speaks  of  were  not 
in  Greek  copies  of  the  New  Testament,  conformed  to  an 
edition  by  Lucian  or  by  Hesychius,  but  were  in  Latin  man- 
uscripts of  the  New  Testament,  —  being  those  which  he 
has  just  before  referred  to. 

But,  as  I  have  observed,  the  words  of  Jerome  have  been, 
in  my  opinion,  misinterpreted,  as  implying  that  Lucian  and 
Hesychius  published  editions  of  the  New  Testament,  in 
which  each  made  palpably  spurious  additions  to  the  text ; 
and  that  the  credit  of  their  copies  was  perversely  main- 
tained by  a  few  individuals.  If  the  passage  be  so  under- 
stood, nothing  would  seem  more  hopeless  than  to  erect  on 
such  a  basis,  a  theory,  that  Lucian  and  Hesychius  were  the 
authors  of  two  of  the  most  .important  and  widely  spread 
recensions  of  the  New  Testament.  But  this  labor,  which 
had  been  suggested  by  Semler,  was  accomplished  by  Hug. 

individuals,  which  are  named  after  Lucian  and  Hesychius,  who  had 
no  right  to  vary  from  the  Septuagint  by  making  any  alterations  in  the 
Old  Testament,  and  gained  nothing  by  any  alterations  in  the  New, 
since  the  translations  of  the  Scriptures  previously  made  into  the 
languages  of  many  different  nations  show  that  what  has  been  added 
is  spurious." 
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According  to  him,  Lucian's  recension  is  essentially  what 
Griesbach  calls  the  Byzantine,  and  that  of  Hesychius  cor- 
responds, in  part,  with  Griesbach^s  Alexandrine.  Hug, 
likewise,  has  found  his  followers ;  and  Griesbach  himself, 
as  we  have  seen,  adopted  his  theory  respecting  Lucian  as 
the  author  of  the  Byzantine  recension.  But,  in  maintaining 
this  theory,  two  particulars,  the  illustration  of  which  is 
essential  to  its  plausibility,  have  been  overlooked.  In  the 
first  place,  according  to  the  manner  in  which  its  defenders 
understand  their  only  authority,  Jerome,  we  know  nothing 
of  the  internal  character  of  the  edition  either  of  Lucian  or 
Hesychius,  but  that  it  was  distinguished  by  obviously  spu- 
rious additions  which  Jerome  rejected  from  his  version. 
Now,  Jerome^s  version  being  extant,  if  it  be  contended  that 
any  Greek  manuscripts,  Alexandrme  or  Byzantine,  are  to 
be  referred  to  the  supposed  editions  of  Lucian  and  Hesy- 
chius, what  is  first  to  be  done  is  to  show,  that  they  possess 
the  only  characteristic  of  those  editions  with  which  we  are 
acquainted,  namely,  that  they  contain  spurious  additions 
not  to  be  found  in  Jerome^s  version.  This,  however,  has 
not  been  attempted.  In  the  next  place,  it  has  not  been 
explained  how  those  editions  could  have  been  so  widely 
circulated  and  so  generally  approved,  when  Jerome,  whose 
testimony  is  all  that  can  be  produced  in  the  case,  is  under- 
stood as  affirming,  that  their  authority  was  perversely  main- 
tained by  a  few ;  when  he,  the  most  learned  father  of  his 
age,  is  believed  to  have  censured  them  without  reserve ; 
and  when  no  praise  and  no  defence  of  them  is  anywhere 
to  be  found. 

But  it  may  be  said,  that  admitting  that  Lucian  was  not 
the  author  of  the  supposed  Byzantine  recension,  or  of  any 
other,  and  admitting    that  no  Alexandrine  nor  Western 
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recetisioD  exis^,  still  there  miiBt  have  been  a  Byzantine 
recension ;  for,  if  we  may  trust  the  statements  of  those  who 
have  made  the  criticism  of  the  text  of  the  New  Testament 
their  particular  study,  there  is  an  agreement  among  a 
majority  of  modem  manuscripts  written  since  the  tenth 
century  in  a  considerable  number  of  various  readings,  in 
which  they  differ  from  a  majority  of  the  most  ancient 
authorities.  But  to  this  the  answer  is,  that  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  accounting  for  the  phenomenon,  without  the 
supposition  of  a  Byzantine  recension^  in  the  sense  in  which 
that  term  has  been  used.  In  every  distinct  region,  where 
many  copies  of  the  Greek  Testament  were  written,  a  prev- 
alent text  was  likely  to  be  fornaed,  unlike  in  some  slight 
shades  to  that  prevalent  elsewhere.  In  different  places,  the 
operation  of  different  causes  and  accidents  would  produce 
dissimilar  variations  from  the  pure  text.  In  the  fourth  or 
fifth  century,  the  prevalent  text  at  Constantinople  was  prob- 
ably distinguishable  from  the  prevalent  text  at  Alexandria. 
In  the  tenth  and  eleventh  centuries,  without  suppk»ing  the 
operation  of  any  extraordinary  causes,  a  text  must  have 
prevailed  in  the  former  city  in  some  degree  peculiar. 
But  extraordinary  causes  were  at  that  time,  and  had  been 
long  before,  in  operation,  to  form  and  to  perpetuate  a 
Byzantine  text  capable  of  being  discriminated  from  any 
other.  These  causes  are  to  be  found  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  Christian  world. 

Before  the  tenth  century  the  Greek  empire  had  been 
gradually  sinking  toward  that  state  in  which  it  was  at  last 
reduced,  to  use  the  words  of  Gibbon,  "  to  a  narrow  comer 
of  Europe,  to  the  lonely  suburbs  of  Constantinople " ; 
though  during  that  century  it  expanded  itself  again  for  a 
moment  The  followers  of  Mahomet  had  twice  besieged 
its  metropolis.     Beyond  its  limits  the  knowledge  of  the 
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Greek  language  vms  rapidly  disappearing;  all  Crrecian 
literatare,  such  as  it  was,  flying  finom  the  Saracens  and 
Northern  harharians,  was  taking  refuge  in  Constantinople 
or  its  neighbourhood ;  and  but  few  Greek  manuscripts  were 
written  except  within  the  walls  of  that  city,  or  in  the  nu)n- 
asteries  of  Mount  Athos,  or  others  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  its  patriarch.  A  large  majority  of  the  manuscripts  of 
the  New  Testament  to  be  referred  to  the  eleventh  and 
twelfU)  centuries,  concerning  which  we  may  ascertain  where 
they  were  transcribed,  either  by  a  note  in  the  manuscript 
itself,  or  other  probable  evidence,  were  copied  at  Mount 
Athoe  or  Constantinople.  Two  of  them  were  transcribed 
by  patriarchs  of  the  Greek  church,  both  in  the  eleventh 
century,  one  by  Sergius  11.,  and  the  other  by  Michael 
Cerularius,*  the  two  patriarchs  who  renewed  and  consum- 
mated the  schism  which  separated  the  Greek  church  from 
the  Roman.  At  Mount  Athos  and  at  Constantmople  tran- 
scribers, in  the  near  neighbourhood  of  each  other,  may  be 
supposed  often  to  have  used,  in  common,  exemplars  having 
the  same  text,  or  to  have  compared  their  respective  texts 
together,  and  adjusted  the  one  to  the  other.  They  were 
principally  ecclesiastics,  and,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose, 
wrote  under  ecclesiastical  supervision ;  especially  when  we 
find  two  patriarchs  so  interested  in  the  work  as  to  take  a 
share  of  the  labor.  There  had  likewise  been  a  sort  of 
revival  of  Greek  literature  at  Ccnastantinople ;  and  the 
eleventh  and  twelfth  centuries  were  distinguished  for  ver- 
bal critics,  scholiasts,  and  comrnentators.  The  spirit  of  the 
age  was  likely  to  cause  attention  to  be  given  to  the  minutis 
of  various  readings  in  the  New  Testament,  and  would  lead, 

*  See  the  Catalogue  of  MSS.  of  the  N.  T.  in  Scbolz's  Prolegomena 
to  his  N.  T.,  numbers  99  and  437. 
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therefore,  to  the  forming  and  preserving  of  a  uniform  text 
But  the  manuscripts  written  in  the  Greek  Patriarchy  during 
the  two  centuries  mentioned,  and  the  copies  which  have 
been  made  from  them,  constitute  a  large  majority  of  mod- 
ern manuscripts.  We  are,  therefore,  without  supposing 
any  Byzantine  recension,  properly  so  called,  able  to  account 
for  the  peculiarities  of  their  text,  and  their  great  resem* 
blance  to  each  other,  characteristics,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
which  belong  only  to  a  majority  of  modem  manuscripts, 
and  are  far  from  being  common  to  all.  I  may  add,  that, 
in  accounting  for  the  peculiarities  of  the  more  modem  text, 
it  is  obvious  that  we  account,  at  the  same  time,  for  those 
of  the  more  ancient,  since  the  latter  are  correlative  to  the 
former,  consisting  of  passages  in  which  the  two  texts  vary 
from  each  other. 

From  what  has  been  said,  I  think  it  evident,  that  the 
appearances  in  our  authorities  for  settling  the  text  of  the 
New  Testament  afford  no  countenance  to  the  theory  of 
recensions,  maintained  by  Griesbach  and  other  critics ;  that 
there  is  no  ground  for  a  distinction  between  an  Alexandrine 
and  a  Westem  text,  of  which  Griesbach  represents  the 
difference  as  so  great,  and  that  the  peculiarities  of  the 
Byzantine  text  may  be  explained  without  recourse  to  the 
supposition  of  a  recension.  The  hypothesis  is  equally  des* 
titute  of  historical  evidence;  yet  it  is  incredible  that  we 
should  not  have  found  in  ancient  authors  frequent  mention 
of  those  supposed  recensions,  if  they  had  actually  been 
made.  So  far  from  this,  however,  their  existence  is  inccm- 
sistent  with  the  few  notices  respecting  the  history  of  the 
text  of  the  New  Testament  contained  in  the  writers  of  the 
first  four  centuries.  The  Alexandrine  recension  is  sup- 
posed by  Griesbach  to  have  been  formed  before  the  time 
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of  OrigeD)  and  to  have  been  followed  by  the  Alexandrine 
transcribers,  and  quoted  by  the  Alexandrine  fathers.  But, 
of  the  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament,  Origen  says,  in 
a  passage  already  adduced  for  a  different  purpose  :* — "It 
is  evident  that  there  exists  much  difference  among  copies ; 
partly  from  the  carelessness  of  some  transcribers ;  partly 
from  the  rashness  of  others  in  altering  improperly  what 
they  find  written ;  and  partly  from  those  revisers  who  add  or 
strike  out  according  to  their  own  judgment ^^  This  passage 
seems  to  afford  sufficient  proof,  that  there  was  in  his  time 
no  standard  corrected  text  at  Alexandria,  no  late  Alexan- 
drine recension,  which  transcribers  and  correctors  of  manu- 
scripts felt  themselves  bound  to  follow.  Again,  the  Byzan- 
tine recension  is  supposed  to  have  become  prevalent  a  little 
before  the  time  of  Chrysostom.  Yet,  according  to  a  passage 
quoted  from  him  by  Scholz,  the  most  ancient  copies  were 
so  eagerly  sought  af^er,  and  the  sellers  of  manuscripts  were 
so  little  disposed  to  have  it  thought  that  their  copies  were 
conformed  to  any  new  recension,  that  the  fraud  was  prac- 
tised of  burying  manuscripts,  lately  written,  in  a  heap  of 
grain,  in  order  so  to  discolor  them  as  to  give  them  an  ap- 
pearance of  antiquity.  The  same  preference  which  we 
now  have  for  the  most  ancient  manuscripts,  as  approaching 
nearer  the  time  of  the  autographs  of  the  New  Testament, 
and  therefore  being  in  general  less  likely  to  have  suffered 
from  the  accidents  of  transcription,  existed,  as  we  might 
suppose,  at  an  early  period.  Jerome,  in  the  Preface  to  his 
Latin  translation  of  the  Gospels,  says  that  he  had  corrected 
the  errora  before  existing  in  the  Latin  copies  by  comparing 
together  Greek  manuscripts,  that  is,  he  proceeds  to  say, 
ancient  manuscripts.    Not  a  passage  has  been  produced 

*  See  before,  pp.  71, 72. 
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from  any  Christiaa  writer  of  antiquity  which  speaks  of  a 
standard  corrected  text  as  of  authority ;  nothing  answering 
to  the  abundant  mention  in  modem  writers  of  the  cor- 
rected texts  of  Griesbach,  Eoppe,  and  others ;  nor  is  there 
a  notice  of  any  collection  and  comparison  of  the  Tarious 
readings  of  the  New  Testament,  or  of  any  book  of  the 
New  Testament 

We  may  conclude,  then,  that  all  our  present  authorities 
for  settling  the  text  of  the  New  Testament  are  to  be  re* 
ferred  to  the  original  text,  as  their  nearer  or  more  remote 
standard,  without  the  intervention  of  such  recensions  as 
have  been  supposed.  This  conclusion  is  important  in  re- 
gard to  the  history  and  criticism  of  the  text  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  especially  as  strengthening  our  confidence, 
which  the  theory  of  Griesbach  is  adapted  to  weaken,  in  the 
genuineness  and  authority  of  such  a  corrected  text  as  we 
have  at  the  present  day  ample  means  of  forming. 

This  confidence  is  still  more  likely  to  be  weakened  by 
the  extravagant  language  of  Griesbach,  and  other  modem 
critics,  respecting  the  differences  among  their  imaginary 
recensions,  or,  what  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  among  our 
authorities  for  settling  the  text  of  the  New  Testament 
How  extravagant  this  language  is  has  already  appeared; 
but  its  want  of  any  proper  foundation  may  be  made  still 
more  apparent  I  propose,  therefore,  to  add  a  few  remarks 
on  the  character  and  importance  of  the  various  readings  of 
the  New  Testament 
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Section  m. 

On  the  Character  and  Importance  of  the  Various  Readings 
of  the  New  Testament, 

When  attenticm  was  first  strongly  directed  to  the  number 
of  Tarious  readings  upon  the  Received  Text  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  the  critical  edition  of  Mill  was  published, 
which  was  said  to  contain  thirty  thousand,*  two  classes  of 
individuals  were  very  differently  affected,  ^oroe  sincerely 
religious  men,  among  whom  was  Whitby,  who  wrote  ex- 
pressly against  the  labors  of  Mill,  were  apprehensive  that 
the  whole  text  of  the  New  Testament,  the  foundation  of 
our  faith,  would  be  unsettled  ;  while  the  infidels  of  the  age, 
among  whom  Collins  was  prominent,  were  ready,  with 
other  feelings,  to  adopt  the  same  opinion.  The  whole 
number  of  various  readings  of  the  text  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment that  have  hitherto  been  noted  exceeds  a  hundred 
thousand,  and  may,  perhaps,  amount  to  a  hundred  and  fifly 
thousand. 

But  this  number  is,  I  presmne,  less  in  proportion,  than 
that  of  the  various  readings  extant  upon  most  classic  au- 
thors, when  compared  with  the  quantity  of  text  examined, 
and  the  number  of  manuscripts  and  other  authorities  col- 
lated in  each  particular  case.t    How  such  an  amount  of 

*  Tfattt  b  to  ny,  thirty  thousand  variatioDg  fitnn  the  Receired 
Text  Bat  when  the  Received  Text  varieg  from  other  authoritiee, 
hi  readinga  ahonld  also  be  considered  as  various  readings  of  the  text 
of  the  New  Testament.  Including  these,  therefore,  Mill's  edition 
presents  aboat  sixty  thousand  various  readings. 

t  Bentley,  in  hit  "  Remarks  on  Free^thinldng,"  in  answer  to  Col- 
this,  says :  ^ 
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various  readings  exists  upon  the  text  of  ancient  works,  we 
may  understand,  when  we  consider,  what  every  one  who 
has  had  experience  on  the  subject  is  aware  of,  that  no 


"  Terence  is  now  in  one  of  the  best  conditions  of  any  of  the  classic 
writers;  the  oldest  and  best  copy  of  him  is  now  in  the  Vatican 
library,  which  comes  nearest  to  the  poet's  own  hand ;  but  eren  that 
has  hundreds  of  errors,  most  of  which  may  be  mended  out  of  other 
exemplars,  that  are  otherwise  more  recent  and  of  inferior  value.  I 
myself  have  collated  several,  and  do  affirm  that  I  have  seen  twenty 
thousand  various  lections  in  that  little  author,  not  near  so  big  as  the 
whole  New  Testament;  and  am  morally  sure,  that  if  half  the  num- 
ber of  manuscripts  were  collated  for  Terence  with  that  niceness  and 
minuteness  which  has  been  used  in  twice  as  many  for  the  New 
Testament,  the  number  of  the  variations  would  amount  to  above 
fifty  thousand. 

"  In  the  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament,  the  variations  have 
been  noted  with  a  religious,  not  to  say  superstitious,  exactness. 
Every  difference  in  spelling,  in  the  smallest  particle  or  article  of 
speech,  in  the  very  order  or  collocation  of  words,  without  real  change, 
has  been  studiously  registered.  Nor  has  the  text  only  been  ran- 
sacked, but  all  the  ancient  versions,  the  Latin  vulgate^  Italic,  Syriac, 
iEthiopic,  Arabic,  Coptic,  Armenian,  Gothic,  and  Saxon ;  nor  these 
only,  but  all  the  dispersed  citations  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  fetheri 
in  a  course  of  five  hundred  years.  What  wonder,  then,  if^  with  all 
this  scrupulous  search  in  every  hole  and  comer,  the  varieties  rise  to 
thirty  thousand  ?  when,  in  all  ancient  books  of  the  same  bulk,  where- 
of the  manuscripts  are  numerous,  the  variations  are  as  many  or  more, 
and  yet  no  versions  to  swell  the  reckoning. 

*'  The  editors  of  profime  authors  do  not  use  to  trouble  their  readers, 
or  risk  their  own  reputation,  by  an  useless  list  of  every  small  slip  com- 
mitted by  a  lazy  or  ignorant  scribe.  What  is  thought  commendable 
in  an  edition  of  Scripture,  and  has  the  name  of  fidrxiess  and  fidelity, 
would  in  them  be  deemed  impertinence  and  trifling.  Hence  the 
reader  not  versed  in  ancient  manuscripts  is  deceived  into  an  opinion, 
that  there  were  no  more  variations  in  the  copies,  than  what  the 
editor  has  communicated.  Whereas,  if  the  like  scrupulousness  was 
observed  in  registering  the  smallest  changes  in  pro&ne  authors,  as 
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written  copy  of  an  exemplar  of  any  considerable  length) 
if  made  only  with  ordinary  care,  is  without  variations  and 
errors.     Notwithstanding  the  extreme  care  which  has  in 


18  allowed,  nay  required,  in  sacred,  the  now  formidable  nomber  of 
thirty  thousand  would  appear  a  very  trifle. 

'*  It  is  manifest  that  books  in  verse  are  not  near  so  obnoxious  to 
variations  as  those  in  prose ;  the  transcriber,  if  he  is  not  wholly 
ignorant  and  stupid,  being  guided  by  the  measures,  and  hindered 
from  such  alterations  as  do  not  fidl  in  with  the  laws  of  numbers^ 
And  yet  even  in  poets  the  variations  are  so  very  many  as  can  hardly 
be  conceived  without  use  and  experience.  In  the  late  edition  of 
TibuUus  by  the  learned  Mr.  Broukhuise,  you  have  a  register  of  vari- 
ous lections  in  the  close  of  that  book ;  where  you  may  see  at  the  first 
view  that  they  are  as  many  as  the  lines.  The  same  is  visible  in 
PlautUB  set  out  by  Parens.  I  myself,  during  my  travels,  haVb  had 
the  opportunity  to  examine  several  manuscripts  of  the  poet  Manilius ; 
and  can  assure  you  that  the  variations  I  have  met  with  are  twice  as 
many  as  all  the  lines  of  the  book."  — pp.  93-95,  8th  Ed. 

To  take  a  few  books  immediately  at  hand,  I  perceive  by  a  loose 
computation  from  a  table  at  the  end  of  Wakefield's  Lucretius,  that 
he  has  collected  about  twelve  thousand  various  readings  of  that 
author  (exclusive  of  mere  differences  of  orthography),  from  five 
printed  copies  only.  Weiske's  edition  of  Longinus  presents  more 
than  three  thousand  various  readings  of  the  Treatise  on  the  Sublime, 
a  work  of  about  the  length  of  the  Gospel  of  Mark,  collected  from 
eight  manuscripts  and  two  early  editions.  And  Bekker  has  published 
variatums  from  his  text  of  the  writings  contained  in  his  edition  of 
Plato,  which  fill  seven  hundred  and  seventy-eight  crowded  octavo 
pages,  and  amount  to  I  know  not  how  many  more  than  sixty  thou- 
sand ;  the  manuscripts  used  on  each  of  the  difl*erent  writings  being 
on  an  average  about  thirteen.  The  various  readings  of  the  New 
Testament,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  have  been  collected  from  a  very 
great  number  of  manuscripts  of  the  original,  manuscripts  of  numer- 
ous ancient  versions,  iij  which  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  trans- 
lator always  rendered  in  a  manner  scrupulously  literal,  and  also 
firom  the  citations  of  a  long  series  of  fathers,  who,  we  know,  were 
not  commonly  attentive  to  verbal  accuracy  in  quoting. 
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some  eases  been  taken,  it  is  doubtful  whether  eren  a  praited 
book  exists  which  corresponds  throughout  to  its  proposed 
archetype,  or  which,  in  other  words,  is  wholly  free  from 
errata.  There  is  no  hazard  in  sa3ring  that  the  variations 
in  the  printed  copies  of  King  Jameses  version  of  the  Bible, 
such  variations  as  are  noted  in  the  manuscripts  of  the 
New  Testament,  are  to  be  reckoned  by  thousands;  and 
if,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Greek  text  of  the  New  Testament, 
we  were  to  take  the  quotations  of  different  writers  into 
account,  by  tens  of  thousands.  But,  in  producing  copies 
by  transcription,  the  number  of  errors  resulting  will  be 
vastly  greater  than  in  producing  the  same  number  of 
copies  by  the  press ;  since  far  more  liability  to  error  will 
exist  in  the  case  of  every  particular  copy  transcribed, 
than  exists  in  regard  to  a  whole  edition  of  printed  copies. 
With  these  general  views,  it  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  on 
the  particulflur  causes  of  mistakes  and  errors  in  ancient 
manuscripts,  which  are  more  numerous  than  may  at  first 
thought  be  supposed.  They  have  been  oflen  pointed  out 
by  different  writers. 

I  proceed,  then,  to  observe,  that,  of  the  various  readings 
of  the  New  Testament,  nineteen  out  of  twenty,  at  least, 
are  to  be  dismissed  at  once  from  considerati<M[i, — not  on 
account  of  their  intrinsic  unimportance, — that  is  a  separate 
consideration,  —  but  because  they  are  found  in  so  few 
authorities,  and  their  origin  is  so  easily  explained,  that  no 
critic  would  regard  them  as  having  any  claim  to  be  inserted 
in  the  text  Of  those  which  remain,  a  very  great  majcNrity 
are  entirely  unimportant.  They  consist  in  different  modes 
of  spelling ;  in  different  tenses  of  the  same  verb,  or  differ- 
ent cases  of  the  same  noun,  not  affecting  the  essential 
meaning ;  in  the  use  of  the  singular  for  the  plural,  or  the 
plural  for  the  singular,  where  one  or  the  other  expreasioo 
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is  equally  soitable  ;  in  the  inaertioQ  or  omisskm  of  particles, 
such  as  &9  and  dij  not  afiecting  the  sense^  or  of  the  article^ 
in  cases  equally  ummportant ;  in  the  introduction  of  a 
proper  name,  where,  if  not  inserted,  the  personal  pnmoun 
is  to  be  understood,  or  of  some  other  word  or  words  ex- 
pressive of  a  sense  which  would  be  distinctly  implied  with* 
out  them;  in  the  addition  of  "Jesus"  to  "Christ,"  or 
"  Christ "  to  "  Jesus  " ;  in  the  substitution  of  one  synony- 
mous or  equivalent  term  for  another ;  in  the  transposition 
of  words,  leaving  their  signification  the  same  ;  in  the  use  of 
an  uncompounded  verb,  or  of  the  same  verb  compounded 
with  a  preposition,  the  latter  difiering  from  the  former, 
if  at  all,  only  in  a  shade  of  meaning ;  and  in  a  few  shprt 
passages,  liable  to  the  suspicion  of  having  been  copied  into 
the  Gospel  where  we  find  them  from  some  other  Evange- 
list Such  various  readings,  and  others  equally  unimpor- 
tant, compose  far  the  greater  part  of  all,  concerning  which 
there  may  be,  or  has  been,  a  question  whether  they  are  to 
be  admitted  into  the  text  or  not ;  and  it  is  therefore  of  no 
consequence  in  which  way  the  question  has  been,  or  may 
be,  determined. 

But  after  deducting  from  the  whole  amount  of  various 
readings,  first  those  of  no  authority,  and  next  those  of  no 
importance,  a  number  will  remain  which  are  objects  of  a 
certain  degree  of  curiosity  and  interest.  To  three  of  them 
an  extravagant  importance  has  been  attached,  from  their 
supposed  bearing  upon  the  theological  doctrine  of  the  Trin- 
ity. But  the  principal  of  these,  the  famous  passage  in  the 
first  Epistle  of  John  (ch.  v.  7),  is  a  manifest  interpolation. 
In  the  case  of  this  and  of  most  other  passages,  where  the 
true  reading  is  a  matter  of  any  interest,  we  may  commonly 
arrive  at  a  satisfactory  judgment  concerning  it ;  and,  in  re- 
gard to  the  cases  in  which  we  cannot,  it  is  clear  that  no 
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opinion,  nor  any  inference  whatever,  respecting  the  meaning 
of  the  writer,  is  to  be  founded  on  an  vneertain  reading. 

The  Receiyed  Text,  as  it  has  been  called,  of  the  New 
Testament,  that  is,  the  text  which  for  almost  two  centuries, 
till  after  the  time  of  Griesbach,  was  found  with  little  varia- 
tion in  the  common  editions  of  the  New  Testament,  was 
formed  during  the  sixteenth  century,  with  comparatively 
few  helps,  and  in  the  exercise  of  no  great  critical  judgment 
But  the  chief  value  of  the  immense  amount  of  labor  which 
has  since  been  expended  upon  the  text  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment does  not  consist  in  its  having  effected  improvements 
in  the  Received  Text  Its  chief  and  great  value  consists 
in  establishing  the  fact,  that  the  text  of  the  New  Testament 
has  been  transmitted  to  us  with  remarkable  integrity ;  that 
far  the  greater  part  of  the  variations  among  different  copies 
are  of  no  authority  or  of  no  importance ;  and  that  it  is  a 
matter  scarcely  worth  consideration,  as  regards  the  study 
of  our  religion  and  its  history,  whether,  after  making  a 
very  few  corrections,  we  take  the  Received  Text  formed 
as  it  was,  or  the  very  best  which  the  most  laborious  and 
judicious  criticism  might  produce. 

In  his  edition  of  the  New  Testament,  Griesbach  presents 
the  Received  Text  in  constant  comparison  with  his  own. 
He  notes  conspicuously,  as  preferable,  or  probable,  or  de- 
serving attention,  all  those  variations  from  it  which  he  so 
regards,  when  he  does  not  admit  them  into  his  text  The 
comparison  between  all  the  readings,  which  have  in  his 
view  any  grade  of  probability,  is  thus  rendered  a  mere 
matter  of  ocular  inspection.  As  a  fair  specimen  of  the 
whole  I  will  give  all  those  which  he  thus  presents  on  the 
first  eight  chapters  of  Matthew.  When  it  may  be  done,  I 
will  express  the  change  in  English  ;  but  in  some  cases  the 
variation  is  so  trifling,  as  to  admit  of  no  corresponding  vari- 
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ation  in  a  translatioii.  The  fiist  column  of  the  following 
table  contains  the  readings  of  the  Received  Text ;  the  sec- 
ond, the  variations  from  it  Those  unaccompanied  with 
any  note  (except  here  and  there  a  remark  of  my  own)  are 
what  Griesbach  has  admitted  into  his  text  In  other  cases, 
I  have  noted  with  sufficient  distinctness  the  degree  of  prob- 
ability that  he  assigns  to  them.* 


BBCETTED  TEXT. 

Ch.   i.   T.    1.    AmCii 

6.  2«X«/Mm'« 

18.  JetuM 

yivm^n  Qfemmtiom) 

19.  «'a^)ii7^rir«i  (to 

expom  to  ahame) 
22.  Tt>v 
Ch.  ii.  T.  8.  earefidfy  $earch  otU 
9.  Urti 

11.  ^fnmd 

15.    THf 

17.  &*i 

18.  lameniatkm  and 
22.  W) 

Ch.  ia.  V.  1.  » 
3.  M 
8.  /ruit$  worUtjf 

10.  m) 

11.  wiAftre 


VABIATIONS  ADOPTED  OB  8UGOB8T- 
ED  BT  OBIE8BAGH. 

A«V4)     )  The  names  of  David  and 

2«x«^f«>  Solomon  differently  spelt. 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

yinrtf  (Jnrtii) 

perhaps  iwyfutrUm  (to  expote) 


perhaps  to  be  omitted, 
perhaps,  search  omt  earefuUy 
perhaps,  XwrtUn  (no  change  in  the 


) 

they  aaw 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps,  %m 

probably  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps,  'hk 

fruit  vjotihy 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps  to  be  omitted.  (If  so,  it 
was  borrowed  from  Luke  iii.  16, 
where  there  is  no  doobt  of  its 
genuineness.) 


*  I  have  used  both  Griesbach's  last  critical  edition  and  his  manual 
edition  ;  but  of  conrse  have  not  qooted  those  leadhigs  of  the  latter 
which  he  notices  only  as  on  some  aoooimt  remaAaMe,  and  which  are  not 
snch  as  he  admits  between  the  hnea  below  the  text  of  Ms  critical  edition. 
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13. 

JUffirbMt 

p6A^)B,  At  lAait 

Ch.  iv.  ▼.  4. 

a  wuH 

perhaps,  m»  (4  being  added  before 

Jr)(.po-) 

probably,  h  {by) 

5. 

«e<«0'«e£»him<mthe 
pinnacle  of  the  tem- 
ple'') 

perhaps,  aet 

10. 

Gofnomme,  Satan 

Chf  bdkhid  me,  Satan  (the  wads 
iwi^i,  f^  being  added  bj  Gries- 
bach.) 

12. 

Je$u$ 

probably  to  be  omitted. 

13. 

Ku^^^^f. 

probably,  K«^^r««V  (<^  difierent 
spelling  of  the  name  of  the  dty, 
Capernaum.) 

18. 

JetuM 

omitted. 

Ch.  y.  V.  9. 

•^«2 

perhaps  to  be  omitted :  (no  diange 
can  be  made  in  a  tnnalatioiL) 

11. 

periiaps  to  be  omitted. 

20. 

perhaps,  vfUif  4  )<M<«rvvii 

25. 

wMUt  thou  art  m  Ab 

perhaps,  whiltt  thou  art  wiA  him  m 

my  vtC&Atn 

the  way 

27. 

1o  Aem  ef  oU  time 

omitted. 

28. 

•Inrnt 

probably,  mMif 

31. 

In 

perhaps  to  be  omitted. 

32. 

44. 

Nbm   thorn  who  eurae 

probably  to  be  omitted.    (If  so,  it 

yoUydojfoodtoAom 

was  borrowed  from  Luke.) 

whohate^om 

In  the  last  daiue,  if 

it  be  retained,  for 

rtut  ffu^mfrmt 

rtif  f»40W0tf 

detjKtrftdb/    MM    yoM 

perhaps  to  be  omitted.     (If  so,  it 

(rather,  AonwyoM) 

and 

47. 

iniibm 

pediaps,  .^vMb 

jp«UtMiia 

gemtilu 

doAm 

^^Om^d^themme 
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48.  Jrrs^ 
ycwr 
Ch.  vi  V.  1.  alms 


4.  mMt   C'he  win  In- 

ward you*0 

5.  apAoft    Mmi     jng^ai; 

thamakaUnoiU 

if 

that  (^  M<tf  they  hare 
their  reward**) 

6.  ry  ("pray  to  thy  Fa- 

ther who  if  in  se- 
cret**) 
openfy 
18.  For  thim  it  th»  kmg- 
dom  and  A»  power 
and  the  gloff  fir 
ever*     Ainfi%» 


15.  ^uirojfencee 

16.  that  ("  that  they  have 

their  reward  **) 
18.  n^vwrSf  (twice) 

21.  jimir  ti^asote 

yo«r  heart 
S4.  futfuftutff 
25*  and     what    ye    may 

drink 
84.  rk  (in  the  Common 
Vernon  rendered 
«<  the  things  of") 
Ch.  Tii.  T.  2.  dfrifttr^ni^rtrmi  (U 
AaU  be  meamarod  in 
return) 

F 


perhaps,  «f 

probahly,  your  heantdy  flither 

righieomtntn    (The  propriety  of  this 

change  is  doabtfiiL) 
perhaps  to  be  omitted.  (Soastoread 

"  will  reward  you,**  only.) 
probably  to  be  omitted, 
peihaps,  when  ye  pray,  ye  tkaU  not 

be 
probably  to  be  omitted. 
that,  probably  to  be  omitted. 

periiaps  to  be  omitted.  (So  as  to 
read  "  pray  to  thy  Father  in  se- 
cret.**) 

probably  to  be  omitted. 

omitted.  (Whoi  oar  Lord*s  prayer 
was  used  in  the  liturgies  of  the 
ancient  church,  this  dozology  was 
subjoined ;  and  transcribers,  being 
accustomed  to  it  in  tiiis  connection, 
introduced  it  into  their  copies.) 

probably  to  be  omitted. 

ihai,  probably  to  be  omitted. 

peihi^  n^v^tf  (an  improbable  sag- 
gesticm.) 


periiaps^  <A|f  trsasore 

peihaps,  %  heart 

f*mfU0ff 

probably  to  be  omitted.  (If  so,  it  i 

borrowed  from  Luke.) 
probably  to  be  omitted. 


fur^^Hnfm  (jH  thaU  be 
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9.  Urtf 

12.  0SrH  (thii) 
14.  "Ort^i^lBeeauM  stndt 
ii  the  gate") 
Ch.  TiiL  y.  S.  Ixiiif  (coming) 


perfaape  to  be  omitted. 

perhaps,  Mf«wr  (thu) 

Ti  (*'H6w  strait  is  the  gate  "^ 


periiaps,     w^*0i)Jin 
namely,  to  him.) 
periiaps  to  be  omitted, 
peihi^  l&mStitt 
myrSf  (**  as  Ae  was  entering'*) 


{coming    ig^ 


S.  JenM 

4.  Um0m 

5.  r^  'Ifir«?  (**asJenM 

was  entering  ") 
8.  x«y«v 
13.  \»ur§9rti^^f 
15.  «^«7ip  ("  waited  iQKm 

(Am") 
25.  a^m;    ("Ait    disci-    (miitted,  (<' tAe  disdples ") 

pl€B-) 
28.  Otrgetenn 


periiaps,  mvrtf  ("  waited  upon  km  ") 


probably,  Gerofmet;  periu^is,  Gar 

dartnn 
omitted. 
ttndui 

</  iiPMe^  omitted. 


29.  Jetut 

31.  Mt^er  tM  to.po 

32.  ^  herd  of 
"the  herd  of  JKmw" 

Such  are  the  various  readings  which  have  been  repre- 
sented by  other  critics  beside  Griesbach  as  rendering  one 
text  difierent  from  another  in  its  whole  conformation  and 
entire  coloring. 

Of  the  passages  of  more  importance  in  the  Gospels,  con- 
cerning which  there  is  reason  to  think  that  they  did  not 
proceed  from  the  Evangelists,  I  shall  speak  in  a  following 
section.  Those,  however,  in  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  are 
not  various  readings,  nor  is  there  any  reasonable  doubt 
that  they  always  made  a  part  of  our  present  Greek  Gros- 
pel.  Whether  they  likewise  were  to  be  found  in  the 
Hebrew  Grospel  of  Matthew,  as  it  came  from  the  pen  of 
the  Evangelist,  is  another  question.  But  before  proceed- 
ing to  its  examination,  we  will  attend  to  the  questions  re- 
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specting  the  original  language  of  Matthew's  Grospel  and  its 
use  by  the  Hebrew  Christians. 


Section  IV. 

On  the  Original  Language  of  Matihew^s  Gospelj  and  its 
Use  by  the  Hebrew  Christians, 

We  believe  that  Matthew  wrote  his  Grospel  in  Hebrew, 
meaning  by  that  term  the  common  language  of  the  Jews  of 
his  time,  because  such  is  the  uniform  statement  of  all  an- 
cient writers  who  advert  to  the  subject.  To  pass  over 
others  whose  authority  is  of  less  weight,  he  b  affirmed  to 
have  written  in  Hebrew  by  Papias,*  Iren8eus,t  Origen,|: 
Eusebius,^  and  Jerome ;  ||  nor  does  any  ancient  author 
advance  a  contrary  opinion.  This  testimony  is  of  the  more 
weight,  because,  if  there  had  been  any  prejudice  on  the 
subject,  it  would  have  operated  against  the  common  belief, 
as  the  prejudices  of  modem  Christians  have  done.  It 
would  have  led  the  great  body  of  ancient  Gentile  Chris- 
tians, from  whom  we  receive  the  account,  to  prefer  con- 
sidering their  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew  as  the  original,  not 
as  a  translation. 

If  we  will  not,  then,  reject  the  testimony  of  all  Christian 
antiquity  to  a  simple  fact,  in  which  there  is  no  intrinsic 
improbability,  we  must  believe  that  Matthew  wrote  his 
Gospel  in  Hebrew.     Nothing  has  been  objected  to  that 

*  See  before,  p.  242.       t  See  before,  p.  131.      t  See  before,  p.  147. 

§  Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  III.  c.  24.  Quflestiones  ad  Marinum,  ap.  Maii 
Scriptonim  Veteram  Nov.  Collect.  Tom.  I.  p.  64. 

II  The  &ct  is  stated  or  implied  by  Jerome  in  passages  so  numerous, 
that  it  is  not  worth  while  to  refer  to  them  particularly. 
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testimony  which  I  can  regard  ai  of  safficient  force  to  justiiy 
a  protracted  discussion.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  confirmed 
by  the  corresponding  evidence  of  the  fathers,  that  the 
Hebrew  original  of  Matthew  was  in  common  use  (either  in 
a  pure  or  corrupt  form)  among  Jewish  Christians. 

Onb  of  the  last  notices  of  the  Jewish  Christians  in  the 
New  Testament  is  in  the  words  addressed  by  the  other 
Apostles  to  St.  Paul,  during  his  last  visit  to  Jerusalem :  — 
^^  Thou  seest,  brother,  what  multitudes  of  Jews  there  are 
who  believe,  and  ihey  are  aU  zealous  for  the  Law.  But  they 
have  heard  concerning  thee,  that  thou  art  teaching  all  the 
Jews  living  among  the  Gentiles  to  become  apostates  from 
Moses,  telling  them  not  to  cirawicise  their  ekUdren^nor 
to  observe  the  ancient  customs^*  The  same  attachment 
to  their  Law  continued  to  distinguish  the  great  body  of 
Jewish  Christians,  though  there  were  freethinkers  among 
them,  who,  as  Origen  says,  ^^  relinquished  the  ancient  cus- 
toms under  the  pretext  of  expositions  and  aHegories.*^  t 
Even  these,  however,  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  retained 
the  rite  of  circumcision.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  more 
bigoted  among  them  contended  that  the  literal  observance 
of  the  Jewish  Law  was  not  only  binding  upon  Jewish,  but 
equally  upon  Gentile  Christians.  As  a  general  distinction, 
the  Jewish  Christians  believed  Christ  to  have  been  only  a 
man,  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  of  his  divine  nature, 
which,  in  some  sense  or  other,  began  very  early  to  be 
maintained  by  the  Gentile  fathers.  Some  of  their  number 
at  the  same  time  received,  and  others  rejected,  the  belief 
of  his  miraculous  conception.    And,  besides  the  difierences 

*  Aotf  zxi.  SO,  31. 

t  Origen.  cont.  Celmm,  Lib.  II.  n.  3.  Opp.  I.  388. 
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which  have  been  mentioned,  the  separation  between  the 
Jewish  and  Gentile  Christians  was  undoubtedly  in  a  great 
degree  produced  and  perpetuated  by  the  feelings  with 
which  Jews  and  Gentiles  had  previously,  for  an  indefinite 
time,  regarded  each  other.  In  the  second  century,  the  Jew- 
ish Christians,  generally,  were  considered  as  heretics,  and 
denominated  Ebionites. 

It  appears,  from  the  language  in  which  Matthew  wrote, 
and  from  the  internal  character  of  his  Gospel,  that  he  in- 
tended it  particularly  for  Jewish  Christians.  Conformably 
to  this,  we  have  satisfactory  evidence,  that,  as  an  heretical 
sect,  they  used  it  exclusively  of  the  other  three  Gospels 
from  the  second  century  downwards. 

IrensBus,  speaking  of  the  Jewish  Christians  under  the 
name  of  Ebionites,  repeatedly  mentions  briefly,  as  if  it 
were  a  fact  of  common  notoriety,  that  they  used  the  Groepel 
of  Matthew  alone.* 

Symmachus,  one  of  the  ancient  well-known  Jewish  trans- 
lators  of  the  Old  Testament  into  Greek,  was  an  Ebionite. 
He  wrote  commentaries  in  defence  of  the  doctrine  of  his 
sect,  which  are  mentioned  by  Eusebius  (with  whom  his 
translator  Rufinus  is  to  be  compared),  Jerome,  and  othera, 
who  speak  of  his  reference  to,  or  use  of,  the  Gospel  of 
Matthew,  without  intimating  his  use  of  any  other  book. 
Jerome  says,  that  his  commentaries  were  written  on  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew.t 

*  Cont.  Unroa.  Lib.  L  c.  96.  $  9.    Lib.  III.  c.  11.  §  7. 

t  See  Ltf dner,  Works,  4to.  1. 447.—  EuMbius  (H.  £.  L.  YI.  c.  17) 
lays,  as  I  tappose  bis  words  should  be  literally  rendered,  that  Sym- 
machus maintained  bis  heresy,  '*  strongly  contending  against  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew,*'  — w-^;,  ri  »mrk  JAmrUSn  Air^rmi^m  EUyy^ 
Xm ;  from  which  may  be  inferred  the  peculiar  authority  of  the  Gospel 
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By  the  name  of  Ebionites,  the  Jewish  Christiaiis,  gener- 
ally, continued  to  be  denominated  till  the  time  of  Epipha- 
nius  in  the  fourth  century.  Epiphanius  divides  them  into 
Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  being  the  first  writer  who  uses 
the  latter  name  as  that  of  an  heretical  sect  His  unsup- 
ported authority  deserves  no  credit,  when  he  relates  what 
is  improbable,  or  attacks  the  character  of  those  whom  he 
assails,  or  was  under  any  temptation  to  falsehood.  But 
there  is  no  ground  for  distrusting  the  main  truth  of  his 
assertions  respecting  the  use  which  the  Hebrew  Christians 
made  of  the  Gospel  of  Matthew.  Of  those  whom  he  calls 
Nazarenes,  he  says  : — "  They  have  the  Grospel  of  Matthew 
very  complete  ;  for  it  is  well  known  that  this  is  preserved 
among  them,  as  it  was  first  written,  in  Hebrew."*  Of 
those  whom  he  calls  Ebionites,  he  says,  that  they  used  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew  alone,  in  the  original  Hebrew,  call'mg 
it  the  Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews ;  and  the  truth  is, 
he  adds,  that  Matthew  alone,  of  all  the  writers  of  the  New 
Testament,  composed  in  Hebrew.t 

About  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  Jerome  states  that 
Matthew  wrote  his  Grospel  in  Hebrew;  and  that  he  had 
obtained  leave  to  transcribe  a  copy  of  the  Hebrew  original 
from  the  Nazarenes  of  Beroea  in  Syria,  by  whom  it  was 

of  Matthew  with  the  Ebionites.  The  meaning  of  Eusebius  apparently 
was,  that  Sjmmachus  contended  strongly  against  the  true  sense  of 
the  Gospel  of  Matthew.  Rufinus,  rendering  the  passage,  as  I  con- 
ceive, somewhat  loosely,  makes  Eusebius  say,  that  Symmachus  "  en- 
deavoured to  maintain  his  heresy  from  the  Gospel  of  Matthew." 

*  Opp.  1. 124.  —  Epiphanius's  want  of* accuracy,  however,  appears 
in  what  he  immediately  subjoins :  —  "  But  I  do  not  know  whether 
they  take  away  the  genealogy  from  Abraham  to  Christ";  fit>m  which 
words  we  may  conclude,  likewise,  that  he  had  not  seen  the  book  of 
which  he  speaks. 

t  Opp.  1. 127.  . 
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used.*  Afterwards,  speaking  of  this  same  woric  under  the 
name  of  the  Grospel  according  to  the  Hebrews,  he  mentions 
that  he  had  translated  it  both  into  Greek  and  Latin ;  and 
repeatedly  observes  that  it  was  generally  considered  {tU 
plerique  autumant)  as  the  Gospel  of  Matthew.t 

The  original  of  Matthew^s  Gospel  being  used  by  the 
Hebrew  Christians,  naturally  obtained  the  name  of  ''the 
Gospel  according  to  the  Hebrews."  But  copies  of  it 
were  extant  containing  spurious  additions  and  variations. 
The  fathers,  with  rare  exceptions,  such  as  Origen  and 
Jerome,  from  their  ignorance  of  the  Hebrew,  could  have 
known  but  little  of  the  contents  of  any  copy  except  by 
report.  Jerome  particularizes  certain  additions,  which  he 
found  in  that  used  by  him.  But  we  have  no  assurance 
that  there  were  not  other  copies  extant,  even  in  his  time, 
more  conformed  to  the  original  text.  No  father,  it  may 
safely  be  presumed,  had  collated  different  copies.  But 
the  spurious  additions  of  which  the  fathers  had  heard, 
and  which  a  very  few  of  their  number  may  have  seen  in 
some  particular  copy,  and  the  omission  in  many  copies  of 
the  first  two  chapters  ascribed  to  Matthew  (of  which  we 
shall  hereafter  speak),  threw  a  suspicion  on  the  work ;  and 
under  the  name  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  it  came  to 
be  regarded  as  not  a  canonical  book.  Hence,  in  modem 
times,  the  opinion  has  been  maintained  that  the  Gospel  of 
the  Hebrews  was  originally  a  different  work  from  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew.  This  opbion  has  been  strengthened 
by  a  false  account  given  by  Epiphanius  of  the  Gospel  of 


•  Catal.  Vir.  Illust  in  Matth.  Opp.  Tom.  IV.  P.  II.  col.  103. 
t  Advere.  Pelagianos,  Lib.  HI.  Opp.  Tom.  IV.  P.  II.  col.  533.— 
Comment  in  Matth.  zii.  13.  Opp.  Tom.  IV.  P.  I.  col.  47. 
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the  Hebrews,  as  he  pretends  that  it  existed  among  those 
whom  he  calls  Ebionites,  which  account  I  have  examined 
in  a  note  below.* 


>  The  passages  that  have  been  preserved  of  the  Gospel  of  the 
Hebrews,  so  called,  in  which  some  one  or  more  of  its  copies 
varied  from  the  Gospel  of  Matthew,  may  be  (bond  in  the  Codex 
Apocryphas  N.  T.  of  Fabricius,  or  in  Jones  on  the  Canon. 

But  from  the  passages  that  have  been  regarded  as  variations  or 
additions  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  should,  I  believe,  be  ex- 
cepted all  those  given 'on  the  authority  of  £piphaniu8.  His  account 
of  the  contents  of  the  gospel  used  by  the  Ebionites  is,  I  am  per- 
suaded, wholly  undeserving  of  credit  The  opposite  opinion  has 
been  commonly  held;  and  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  has  been 
spoken  of  as  a  distinct  form  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews.  Not 
having  sufficiently  attended  to  the  subject,  I  wrote,  in  the  first  edi- 
tion of  this  work,  on  the  presumption  of  the  truth  of  this  opinion. 
But  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  to  be  rejected  may  appear  from  what 
follows. 

Epiphanius,  in  a  passage  following  one  already  quoted  from  him 
above  (in  which  he  asserts  that  the  Ebionites  "  used  the  Gospel  of 
Matthew  alone  in  the  original  Hebrew"),  says  (Opp.  1. 137),  that  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew  used  by  the  Ebionites  was  **  not  complete,  bat 
corrupted  and  curtailed,**  and  proceeds  to  give  the  following  exam- 
pie.    In  this  Gospel,  he  says,  it  is  written  :  — 

^Tkere  wu  a  certain  man^  J$tus  by  luimtf,  about  thirty  y§ars  M^ 
who  made  choice  of  us.  And  coming  to  Capernaum^  he  entered  the 
house  of  Simon^  sumamed  Peter;  and^  opening  lus  mouth,  he  saidy  As 
I  was  passing  along  the  Jake  of  Tiberias^  I  chose  John  and  James,  sons 
of  Zebedee,  and  Simon,  and  Andrew,  and  Thaddeus,  and  Simon  the 
Zealot,  and  Judas  Iscariot, — and  thee  Matthew  I  called,  who  wert 
sitting  at  the  euston^house,  and  thou  didst  follow  me.  You,  then^  I  will 
should  be  twelve  Apostles  to  testify  to  Israel, 

^^And  John  was  baptizing.  And  the  Pharisees  went  to  Am  and  were 
baptized,  and  all  Jerusalem,  And  John  had  a  garment  qf  cameVs-hair, 
and  a  leathern  girdle  round  his  loins;  and  his  food,  this  gospel  says, 
was  wild  honey,  the  tasU  qf  which  was  that  qf  the  mamu^,  Uke  «  sweet 
cake  with  oil," 
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But  in  regard  to  those  interpolatioDs  and  changes  found 
in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews,  of  which  we  have  any 
authentic  information,  there  seems  to  be  no  difficulty  in 


The  Uft  words,  ^  like  «  su>6ei  eake  wkh  ot/,*'  are  a  deacription  of 
the  taata  of  the  manna,  borrowed,  inaconratelj,  from  the  renderings 
of  the  Septnagint,  Ezodoa  zri.  31,  and  Nambers  zi.  8. 

This  paaMge  is  characterised  by  sooh  weakness  and  fblly  as  to 
show,  that  it  never  could  have  made  part  of  a  book  regarded  as  the 
authentic  history  of  our  Lord  by  any  body  of  Christians,  or  by -any 
body  of  men  possessed  of  common  intelligence.  It  exhibits  those 
characteristics  so  strongly  throughout,  that  it  scareely  desenres  to  be 
particularly  remarked,  that  eight  individuals  are  called  twelve  Apos- 
tles ;  or  that  such  care  is  taken  to  in£>rm  the  reader  concerning  the 
taste  of  wild  honey,  by  comparing  it  to  that  of  the  manna. 

But  should  we  reason  on  the  supposition,  that  the  paaage  was 
found  in  some  history  of  Christ,  it  is  evident,  that,  such  being  the 
case,  it  must  have  formed  its  commencement.  It  is  not  easy  to  per- 
ceive how  this  foot  can  be  made  clearer  than  it  is  at  first  view,  or 
what  doubt  may  arise  concerning  it  which  it  is  necesuiry  to  remove. 
But  the  absurdity  of  supposing  the  passage  to  occupy  any  other  place 
may,  perhaps,  be  brought  more  home  to  the  mind  by  imagining  it  to 
be  inserted,  somewhere  after  the  beginning,  in  any  one  of  the  four 
Gospels,  or  in  any  other  gospel  that  may  be  conceived  of. 

But  Epiphanius,  immediately  after  quoting  this  passage,  goes  on  to 
say  (p.  13^,  **  Their  gospel  '*  (the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites)  ^  begins 
thus:  — 

**M  the  dmfs  qf  Hmrod^  king  of  JydtOj  John  etme  httptixing  the 
iofiiem  qf  r^entanee  m  the  rher  Jordam  ;  being  said  to  he  of  the  fam" 
Uff  qf  jSoron  the  jnieet^  the  son  qf  Zaekonae  and  I^izabeth  ;  and  oil 
went  to  him" 

Epiphanius  thus  assigns  two  beginnings  to  his  pretended  gospel. 
No  credit  can  be  given  to  the  account  of  a  writer  who  sets  out  with 
a  folse  statement  in  the  form  of  so  portentous  a  blunder.  The  two 
pa—igws  which  he  pretends  to  quote  could  not  have  coexisted  in  the 
same  book. 

In  the  passage  last  given,  John  is  said  to  have  baptized  in  the  reign 
of  Herod,  king  of  Judea,  that  is  of  Herod  the  Great  (so  called) ;  and 
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explaining  their  origin.  The  Ebionites,  generally,  were 
illiterate.  Very  few  of  them,  it  is  likely,  were  acquainted 
with  other  books  than   those  of  the  Old  Testament  and 


these  words  are  just  afterwards  alleged  by  Epiphanius  again.  Bat 
this  Herod  died  more  than  thirty  years  before  John's  appearance. 
We  cannot  believe  that  so  gross  an  error  had  a  permanent  place  in 
a  gospel  received  as  a  work  of  authority  by  Jewish  Christians. 

Ailer  what  has  been  said,  it  is  not  necessary  to  bring  into  view 
all  the  other  reasons  which  make  it  evident  that  the  account  given  by 
Epiphanius  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites  is  a  mere  fiibrication.  Bat 
there  are  two  or  three  other  points  which  it  may  be  worth  while  to 
attend  to. 

This  Hebrew  Gospel  of  Matthew,  **  corrupted  and  curtailed,"  was, 
as  he  affirms  (p.  138),  the  same  gospel  which  was  used  by  the  Car- 
pocratians.  But  the  Carpocratians,  of  whom  I  have  elsewhere  spoken 
(Part  HI.  Ch.  iv.),  were  a  Gentile  sect,  widely  differing  from  the  Ebi- 
onites in  their  doctrines.  Whatever  conceptions  they  may  have 
borrowed  from  Christianity,  they  certainly  did  not  make  use  of  a 
Hebrew  Gospel.  Any  gospel  which  they  were  acquainted  with 
must  have  been  in  Greek. 

But,  though  there  b  no  question  that  the  Ebionites  used  a  Hebrew 
gospel,  yet  the  remarks  of  Epiphanius  on  one  passage  which  he  pro- 
fesses to  quote  from  it  (p.  146),  imply  the  extraordinary  oversight  of 
regarding  it  as  a  Greek  gospel.  The  Ebionites,  he  says,  refiidned 
from  animal  food.  But  our  Saviour,  he  objects,  partook  of  the  Pass- 
over. And  he  pretends  (p.  146),  that,  to  meet  this  difficulty,  the 
Ebionites  had  altered  the  words  of  Jesus,  /  kate  eametUy  desired  to 
eat  this  Passover  with  you^  into  an  interrogation.  Hove  /  eamesdy 
desired  to  eat  this  Passover  tdth  youf  This  change  would  be  effected 
in  Greek  by  prefixing  the  Greek  particle  ^  to  the  sentence ;  and 
Epiphanius  asks,  **  Is  not  their  fraud  to  be  easily  detected  from  what 
follows,  which  proclaims  that  the  mu  (the  letter  /*)  and  the  eta  {n) 
have  been  added." 

It  appears,  then,  that  he  was  commenting  on  a  Greek  text,  real  or 
imaginary.  The  words  of  our  Lord  which  he  quotes  are  not  in 
Matthew,  but  in  Luke  (xxii.  15)  ;  and,  to  reduce  all  the  statements  of 
Epiphanius  into  one  coherent  charge,  it  would  amount  to  this,  that 
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the  Goepel  of  Matthew.  Probably  there  were  none  among 
them  who  were  transcribers  by  trade,  and  none,  therefore, 
who  had  acquired  those  habits  of  accuracy  and  considera- 


the  EbioDites  introduced  a  passage  in  Greek  from  the  Gospel  of  Luke 
into  the  Hebrew  Grospel  of  Matthew,  for  the  sake  of  corrupting  the 
reading,  though  they  could  gain  no  adTantage  by  it. 

I  will  remark  on  one  other  passage,  the  only  one  remaining  of 
thoae  which  Epiphanius  professes  to  quote  from  the  Gospel  of  the 
Ebionites,  excepting  an  account  of  our  Lord's  baptism,  which  I  have 
omitted  to  notice,  because  it  is  not  particularly  important  in  regard  to 
our  present  purpose. 

By  the  Others  before  and  after  Epiphanius,  the  Jewish  Christians, 
generally,  are  represented  as  distinguished  by  their  attachment  to  the 
Jewish  Law, — Origen  alone  remarking,  that  some  of  them  **  had 
relinquished  their  ancient  customs  under  the  pretext  of  expositions 
and  allegories.*'  The  same  character  is  also  given  of  them  by 
Epiphanius.  **  The  Nazarenes,"  he  says,  after  his  fashion  (p.  122), 
**  are  in  all  things  Jews,  and  nothing  else."  **The  Ebionites,"  he 
says  (p.  125),  **  hold  the  doctrine  of  the  Nazarenes."  "  Ebion  ad- 
hered to  the  Jewish  Law  as  to  keeping  the  Sabbath,  and  circumcision, 
and  all  other  things  which  are  observed  by  Jews  and  Samaritans." 
(p.  126.)  The  Ebionites,  he  affirms,  calunmiated  St.  Paul,  because 
^he  wrote  against  circumcision,  and  the  Sabbath,  and  the  Law." 
(p.  140.) 

Yet  on  the  very  page  on  which  this  last  assertion  stands,  he  ab- 
mptly  introduces  the  declaration,  that  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebionites 
Christ  was  represented  as  saying :  — 

**  /  ka96  come  to  abolish  sacr^Ues^  and  vnless  ye  cease  from  offering 
sacr^ieesy  torath  trill  not  cease  to  he  upon  you." 

He  makes  this  astonishing  statement  without  any  attempt  to  recon- 
cile it  with  the  well-known  character  of  the  Ebionites,  or  with  his 
own  account  of  them. 

Epiphanius  could  not  have  afforded  plainer  indications  than  he  has 
done,  that  the  account  given  by  him  of  his  pretended  Grospel  of  the 
Ebionites  is  utterly  undeserving  of  credit.  What  may  have  suggested 
to  him  the  fabrication,  or  what  may  have  been  his  motive  for  putting 
it  forth,  must  be  a  mere  matter  of  conjecture.    But  it  is  evident  that 
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tion,  and  that  feeling  of  responsibility,  which  might  be 
found  in  a  regular  transcriber.  It  was  to  be  expected, 
therefore,  that  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  would  so&r  in  their 
hands.  It  was,  we  may  suppose,  carelessly  copied;  the 
number  of  copies  was  small,  and  they  were  not  compared 
together  for  the  sake  of  correcting  one  by  another ;  mar- 
ginal additions,  by  a  common  mistake  of  transcribers,  of 
which  I  have  before  spoken,  and  which  I  shall  have  repeat- 
ed occasion  to  notice,  were  introduced  into  the  text ;  and  it 
would  not  be  strange  if  there  were  transcribers  who  some- 
times allowed  themselves  to  insert  a  passage  which  they 
had  derived  from  tradition,  or  from  some  other  source,  and 
which  they  regarded  as  true  and  to  the  purpose. 

Putting  aside  the  fabulous  account  o€  Epiphanius,  there 
are  no  variations  in  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews  from  the 
Grospel  of  Matthew  but  such  as  may  be  thus  explained. 
There  is  no  appearance  that  the  Jewish  Christians,  or  any 
pcNTtion  of  them,  undertook  to  re&shion  the  Grospel  of  Matp 
thew.  Nor  are  the  interpdations  or  changes  specified 
such  as  have  the  appearance  of  being  made  to  favor  their 
peculiar  opinions. 

In  regard  to  the  essential  identity  of  the  Gospel  of  the 
Hebrews  with  the  Gospel  of  Matthew,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  all  the  interpolations  and  changes  in  the  former,  of 
which  we  have  any  credible  account,  bear  but  a  very  small 
proportion  to  the  contenti  of  the  Gospel  of  Matthew.  Yet 
it  is  probable  that  Jerome  has  noticed  all  or  nearly  all  the 


die  aceoant  ii  to  be  thrown  oat  of  comidenUioii  in  an  inquiiy  re- 
speoting  the  ase  of  the  Hebrew  oiigiiial  of  Matthew  by  the  Jewish 
Chriftiaiie ;  and  that  no  argameat  on  any  anbjeot  ia  valid  which  reali 
on  the  aupposition  of  ita  truth.— Abit  io  24  £ittioii,  1846. 
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remarkable  variatioiis  existing  in  his  copy  of  the  Gospel  of 
the  Hebrews.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  throughout  far 
the  greater  part  of  their  contents  they  coincided  with  each 
o^r.  This  must  have  been  the  &ct,  or  it  would  not  hare 
been  believed  that  they  were  originally  the  same  book. 
Thus  agreeing  together  in  far  the  greater  part  of  their 
contents,  they  were  the  same  book.  The  variations  found 
in  copies  of  the  Gospel  of  the  Hebrews  can  be  considered 
only  as  variations  in  particular  copies  of  a  common  origi- 
nal. The  supposition,  therefore,  is  altogether  groundless, 
that  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  and  the  Grospel  of  the  Hebrews 
were  different  works,  by  different  authors. 

Matthew  wrote  in  the  native  language  of  the  Jewish 
Christians.  He  wrote  particularly  for  their  use.  There 
was  nothing  in  his  Gospel  to  offend  their  national  prejudices. 
It  is  not  to  be  believed,  therefore,  that  they  rejected  his 
Grospel,  and  substituted  an  anonymous  gospel  in  its  stead. 

It  was,  as  we  have  seen,  the  common  belief  of  the  Gen- 
tile Christians,  that  the  Jewish  Christians  used  the  original 
of  Matthew's  Gospel  in  a  pure  or  corrupted  state.  The 
Jewish  Christians,  consequently,  affirmed  that  they  used 
Matthew's  Gospel ;  for  otherwise  such  a  belief  could  not 
have  prevailed.  But  no  probable  reason  can  be  given  why 
one  party  should  have  affirmed  thk  fiict,  or  why  the  other 
party  should  have  believed  it,  except  its  trudi. 

Wb  ccmchide,  then,  that  Matthew's  Gospel  was  originally 
written  in  Hebrew ;  and  that  it  was  preserved  in  this  lan- 
guage, in  copies  with  a  text  more  or  less  pure,  by  the  Jewish 
Christians  till  about  the  fifth  century ;  when  the  tAoes  of 
their  existence  as  a  sect  disappear  from  history. 
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Section  V. 


On  some  Passages  in  the  Received  Text  of  the  Chspds, 
of  tohich  the  Genuineness  is  douhtfid. 


THE    FIRST    TWO    CHAPTERS    OF   THE    PRESENT    GREEK    GOS- 
PEL  OF    MATTHEW. 

The  first  passage  to  be  examined  consists  of  the  first  two 
chapters  of  Matthew^s  Gospel.  There  is  no  doubt  that  they 
have  always  made  a  part  of  our  Greek  translation ;  but  this 
does  not  decide  the  question,  whether  they  proceeded  from 
the  Apostle.  As  has  been  already  suggested,*  they  may 
have  been  an  ancient  document,  written  in  Hebrew,  origi- 
nally a  separate  work,  but  which,  on  account  of  its  small 
size  and  the  connection  of  its  subject,  was  transcribed  into 
manuscripts  of  the  Hebrew  original  of  Matthew,  till  in  time 
it  became  blended  with  his  Gospel  as  a  part  of  it,  in  some 
copies,  one  or  more  of  which  came  into  the  hands  of  his 
translator. 

The  first  point,  then,  to  be  attended  to  in  this  inquiry 
is,  that  a  large  portion  of  the  Jewish  Christians  did  not 
believe  the  miraculous  conception  of  our  Lord,  and  had 
not  the  account  of  it,  that  is,  the  two  chapters  in  question, 
in  their  copies  of  Matthew's  Gospel.  There  was  nothing 
in  their  prejudices  or  habits  of  mind  which  could  have  led 
them  to  reject  the  belief  of  that  fact,  and  especially  to 
mutilate  their  Grospel  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  account  of 
it    But  if  this  be  so,  as  it  is  altogether  improbable  that  the 

*  See  before,  pp.  25, 26. 
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two  chapters  would  be  lost  by  accident  from  any  number 
of  copies,  it  follows  that  they  were  an  addition  to  the  origi- 
nal in  the  copies  in  which  they  were  found,  and  not  an 
omission  in  those  in  which  they  were  wanting. 

The  chapters  themselves  are  next  to  be  examined,  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  narrative  contained  in  them 
is  such  as  we  can  believe  to  have  proceeded  from  the 
Apostle ;  and,  in  doing  so,  we  must  compare  it  with  the 
account  of  the  nativity  given  by  Luke,  which,  there  is  no 
plausible  reason  for  doubting,  always  made  a  part  of  his 
Gospel.  Bespecting  this  account,  however,  a  few  prelimi- 
nary remarks  are  necessary. 

I  agree  with  many  critics  in  supposing  that  it  existed  in  a 
written  form  in  Hebrew,  previously  to  the  composition  of 
Luke^s  Gospel,  in  which  he  inserted  a  translation  of  it,  per- 
haps his  own,  perhaps  one  already  made.  The  language 
differs  from  that  of  the  rest  of  his  Grospel,  as  being  more 
conformed  to  the  Hebrew  idiom  ;  and  the  cast  of  the  narra- 
tive has  something  of  a  poetical,  and  even  fabulous  charac- 
ter, very  different  from  the  severe  simplicity  with  which 
he,  in  common  with  the  other  Evangelists,  relates  events  in 
his  0¥m  person.  But  his  adopting  this  narrative  proves  that 
he  regarded  it  as  essentially  true ;  and  he  would  not  have 
so  regarded  it,  had  not  the  main  fact  of  the  miraculous 
birth  of  Jesus  been  believed  to  be  true  by  the  Apostles 
and  other  eairly  Christians  with  whom  he  associated.  Now, 
considering  that  two  and  probably  three  of  the  Apostles  * 
were  relatives  of  Jesus,  and  that  others  of  their  number,  as 
John,  were  femiliar  with  his  mother  and  family,  there  can 


*  James  the  boo  of  Alpheus  and  hia  brother  Jude,  and  probably 
Simon  the  Canaanite. 
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be  DO  doubt  that  the  belief  of  the  Apoitlee  rested  on  in* 
fonnation  derived  from  them. 

The  account  of  Luke,  ^n,  being  in  its  more  important 
features  conformable  to  the  belief  of  the  Apostles,  any 
other  account  inconsistent  with  this,  or  contradictory  to  it, 
cannot  be  recefived  as  proceeding  ftom  an  Apostle.  Let  ns 
apply  this  test  to  the  two  chapters  in  question* 

We  are  first  struck  with  the  discrepance  between  the  two 
genealogies  given,  the  one  by  the  author  of  those  chapters, 
and  the  other  by  Luke.  I  shall  not  enter  mto  an  examina- 
tion of  the  various  attempts  that  have  been  made  to  show 
that  both  may  be  true.  They  are  all  conjectural,  and  each 
is  exposed  to  particular  objections,  of  a  nature  to  prevent 
its  being  received.  If,  for  instance,  according  to  a  conmion 
notion,  Luke  had  intended  to  give  the  genealogy  of  Mary, 
he  would  have  said  so.  He  would  not  have  indicated  hit 
meaning  so  ambiguously  and  circuitously  as  by  affirming 
that  Joseph  was  the  son  of  Heli,  when  he  meant  only  that 
he  was  his  son-in-law,  Heli  being  Mary^s  father.  But  there 
is  a  general  remark  which  applies  to  them  all.  If  Matthew 
were  the  author  of  the  two  chapters,  the  genealogy  given 
by  him  was  regarded  as  correct  by  the  other  Apostles.  So 
also  we  may  infer,  with  equal  confidence,  that  the  geneal- 
ogy given  by  Luke  was  regarded  by  them  as  correct  It 
follows,  then,  that  the  Apostles  were  acquainted  with  two 
genealogies,  both  correct,  but  at  first  view  irreooocilable 
with  each  other,  and  the  apparent  contradiction  of  which 
has  been  regarded  since  the  second  century  as  presenting 
a  serious  difficulty.  In  giving  either  of  the  two,  an  Apostle 
or  Evangelist,  aware  that  it  might  be  confronted  by  another, 
entitled  to  equal  credit,  would,  we  may  reasonably  believe, 
have  had  regard  to  this  fact,  and  inserted  a  few  words  of 
explanation.    The  supposition,  it  may  be  added,  is  very 
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unlikelj,  that  aooording  to  the  usages  of  the  Jews  there 
should  hsTO  been  two  modes  of  reckooing  ^  descent  of 
the  same  indiTidual,  both  equally  proper.  We  know  notb* 
ing  to  oountenance  such  an  opinion. 

Iff  then,  the  genealogy  contained  in  the  two  ohapteis  be 
irreconcilable  with  that  of  Luke,  it  cannot  hare  proceeded 
from  Matthew.  The  most  probable  oonjeeture  perhaps  is, 
that  we  owe  it,  in  common  with  the  remainder  of  the  two 
chapters,  to  some  HeUvw  convert,  who  composed  the  nar* 
relive  shortly  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  and  the 
dispersion  of  the  Jews,  and  who,  having  found  a  genealogy 
of  some  individual  by  the  name  of  Joseph,  represented  as 
a  descendant  of  David,  mistook  it  for  the  genealc^  of  Jo- 
seph the  husband  of  Mary. 

As  we  proceed,  the  discrepance  between  the  account  of 
the  nativity' of  Jesus,  as  contained  in  the  two  chapters^  and 
the  account  of  Loike,  continues  to  be  very  stiiking. 

According  to  Luke,  Joseph  and  Mary  dwelt  in  Nazareth. 
On  the  occasion  of  a  proposed  census,  they  both  journeyed 
to  Bethlehem,  where  Jesus  was  bom,  and  where  he  was 
visited  by  shepherds,  to  whom  his  birth  had  been  announced 
by  angels.  Forty  days  after  his  birth,  that  is,  when  the 
days  of  Mary's  purificati<m,  according  to  the  Jewish  Law, 
had  been  accomplished,  he  was  presented  in  the  temple, 
when  his  high  destiny  was  publicly  announced.  Then, 
after  performing  all  the  rites  of  the  Law,  Joseph  and  Mary 
returned  to  Nazareth. 

The  author  of  the  two  chapters,  without  mentioning  any 
previous  residence  of  Joseph  and  Mary  at  Nazareth,  relates, 
that  Jesus  was  bom  at  Bethlehem ;  that  certain  Magi  from 
the  East,  having  seen  his  star,  came  to  pay  him  reverence ; 
that  their  inquiries  at  Jerusalem  conoeniing  the  new-boro 
king  of  the  Jews  threw  Herod  and  the  whole  city  ialo  com- 
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motion ;  that  they  were  directed  by  Herod  to  inform  him 
when  they  had  found  the  child,  but  were  divinely  warned 
to  the  contrary;  and  that  Joseph  was  at  the  same  time 
warned  that  the  child^s  life  was  in  danger,  and  directed  to 
fly  with  him  and  his  mother  into  Egypt,  which  he  accord- 
ingly did,  and  remained  there  till  after  the  death  of  Herod. 
In  the  account  of  Joseph^s  return,  the  writer  shows  that  he 
supposed  Bethlehem  to  have  been  his  previous  place  of 
residence;  for  he  represents  him  as  prevented  only  by  a 
new  divine  warning  from  returning  to  that  city,  and  as  led 
in  consequence  to  take  up  his^abode  at  Nazareth. 

As  it  may  be  a  matter  of  curiosity  to  those  not  &miltar 
with  the  subject,  I  will  mention  the  manner  in  which  it  has 
been  attempted  to  reconcile  these  two  accounts.  Luke 
says  (ii.  39),  that  ailer  the  purificatioa  of  Mary  in  the 
temple,  ^^  when  they  (Joseph  and  Mary)  had  performed  all 
things  according  to  the  Law  of  the  Lord,  they  returned  to 
Galilee,  to  their  own  town,  Nazareth.'^  But  it  is  contended, 
that,  though  Luke  has  so  expressed  himself,  yet  the  return 
to  Nazareth  actually  meant  by  him  was  that  following  the 
flight  into  Egypt ;  that  Joseph  and  Mary  did  not  go  from 
Jerusalem  to  Nazareth,  but  for  some  reason  or  other  went 
to  reside  at  Bethlehem ;  that  during  this  residence  at  Beth- 
lehem, the  visit  of  the  l^gi  took  place  ;  and  consequendy, 
that  it  was  after  the  miraculous  display  of  angels  at  the 
birth  of  Jesus,  and  after  the  predictions  which  accompanied 
his  public  presentation  in  the  temple,  that  Jerusalem  was 
first  thrown  into  commotion,  and  the  jealousy  of  Herod 
excited,  by  the  reports  and  inquiries  of  those  strangers. 

This,  then,  is  the  second  very  improbable  solution  of  an 
apparent  contradiction  between  the  account  in  the  two 
chapters  and  the  account  of  Luke ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  improbability  of  the  truth  of  any  narrative  in- 
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creases  in  a  very  rapid  ratio  to  the  number  of  such  solutions 
required. 

We  must  consider,  that  if  the  account  of  Luke  respecting 
the  birth  of  Jesus  be  authentic  in  its  essential  features,  it 
miKit  have  been  derived  from  the  mother  and  family  of 
Jesus,  as  its  original  source ;  for  they  only  could  furnish 
an  authentic  account  But  the  circumstances  related  in  the 
two  chapters  are  of  such  a  character,  that  they  could  not 
have  been  forgotten  or  omitted  in  their  narrative,  had  they 
taken  place;  nor  can  we  refer  to  the  same  authentic 
source  two  narratives  apparently  so  contradictory,  which 
coincide  in  scarcely  a  single  circumstance,  and  which  in 
their  general  complexion  present  an  aspect  so  different 
The  account  of  Luke  being  that  received  by  the  Apostles, 
we  cannot  believe  another  so  unlike  it  to  have  proceeded 
from  the  Apostle  Matthew.  ^ 

To  the  narrative  in  the  two  chapters,  there  are  other 
oljections,  arising  from  its  intrinsic  character.  In  the  story 
of  the  Magi,  we  find  represented  a  strange  mixture  of 
astrology  and  miracle.  A  divine  interposition  is  pretended, 
which  was  addressed  to  the  false  opinions  of  certain  Magi, 
respectmg  the  significance  of  the  stars  ;  and  for  which  no 
purpose  worthy  of  the  Deity  can  be  assigned.  They  are 
represented  as  having  been  guided  by  a  star,  which  at  last 
stood  over  the  place  where  the  child  was,  though  an  object 
but  a  little  elevated  in  the  heavens  changes  its  apparent 
position  in  reference  to  objects  seen  on  the  earth,  according 
to  the  point  of  view  of  the  spectator.  Distrusting,  however, 
the  guidance  of  the  star,  which  had  led  them  as  far  as 
Jerusalem,  and  which  finally,  as  we  are  told,  guided  them 
right,  they  are  represented  as  inquiring  in  that  city  where 
the  object  of  their  search  was  to  be  found  ;  and  in  making 
this  inquiry,  we  find  them  using  language, —  Where  is  the 
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mtvhb^m  king  9/  the  Jewt9*-^\imX  nrait  have  been  alto- 
gether unintelligible  to  those  not  equally  favored  with  them* 
selves  by  a  divine  communication  respecting  his  birth. 
These  inquiries,  according  to  the  account,  excited  great 
alarm  in  Herod,  who  was  fast  approaching  the  grave^  won 
out  with  insane  passions,  disease,  and  old  age  ;  and  whose 
want  of  faith  in  the  Jewish  religion,  and  natural  tempera* 
ment,  would  have  led  him  to  regard  with  derision  the 
Jewish  expectations  of  a  Messiah.  He  could  not  have  ap* 
prehended,  that  the  remainder  of  his  life  would  be  disturbed 
by  the  future  claims  to  his  throne  of  an  infant  just  bom  10 
obscurity;  and  his  solicitude  about  what  might  happen, 
years  after  his  death,  to  those  of  his  children  whom  he  hsd 
not  destroyed,  was  little  likely  to  disturb  him.  Yet  he  is 
represented  as  having  been  so  oarried  away  by  fear  and 
passjpn,  as  to  act  not  only  with  the  greatest  barbarity  but 
the  greatest  folly,  to  have  ordered  an  indiscriminate  mas- 
sacre, from  which  his  intended  victim  actually  escaped, 
when  it  is  clear,  that,  if  the  preceding  circumstances  related 
by  Luke)  or  even  those  related  by  the  author  of  the  two 
chapters,  be  true,  that  victim  had  become  far  too  conspicu- 
ous not  Id  be  very  easily  identified. 

But,  if  we  reject  the  two  chapters,  a  difficulty  arises ;  as 
the  original  Hebrew  GkMipel  could  not  have  commenced 
with  the  first  words  of  the  third  chapter, — '^  But  in  those 
daye**^  The  difficulty,  however,  is  removed  by  considering 
that  these  words  may  have  been  added  as  a  form  of  tiaasi* 
don  to  a  new  subject,  when  the  two  chapters  were  blended 
with  the  Gospel,  and  that  tiie  Gospel  may  originally  have 
begun  with  the  words  that  follow :  — -^*  John  the  Baptist  came 
preaching,  in  the  wilderaees  of  Judea  ^' ;  that  is,  in  a  maii*> 
ner  corresponding  to  the  commencement  of  Mark^  Gospel 
Or  the  first  words  may  wigiodly  have  been,  *^  In  the  day* 
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d  Herod)'*  nieanitig  Herod  the  tetraich  of  Galilee^  which 
supposition  is,  perhaps,  countenanced  by  the  story  of 
Epiphanius,  before  mentioned,  that  the  Gospel  of  the  Ebi- 
onites  began,  ^  In  the  days  of  Herod,  king  of  Judea  '* ; 
the  addition  of  which  last  words,  king  of  Judea^  seems  to 
have  been  a  blunder  of  his  own. 

But  the  commencement  of  the  third  chapter,  ^^  In  those 
days,**  presents  a  more  serious  difficulty  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  what  precedes  was  written  by  Matthew.  The  last 
events  mentioned  at  the  close  of  the  second  chapter  are 
the  accession  of  Archelaus  as  ruler  of  Judea,  and  Joseph's 
going  to  reside  at  Nazareth.  But  it  was  not  in  the  time  of 
those  events,  it  was  not  ^^  in  those  days  ** ;  on  the  contrary,  it 
was  about  thirty  years  aAerward,  that  John  the  Baptist  was 
preaching  in  the  wilderness  of  Judea. 

The  reasons  that  have  been  given  may,  I  think,  satisfy 
us  that  the  two  chapters  in  question  did  not  proceed  from 
the  Apostle  Matthew.  When  we  turn  to  the  narrative  of 
Luke,  no  important  difficulties  will,  I  think,  present  them- 
selves to  the  mind  of  one  who  has  not  determined  to  reject 
the  belief  of  all  miraculous  interposition.  The  narrative  is, 
as  I  have  said,  in  a  style  rather  poetical  than  historical.  It 
was  probably  not  committed  to  writing  till  ailer  the  death 
of  Mary,  and  of  all  the  other  individuals  particularly  con- 
cerned. With  its  real  miracles,  the  fictions  of  oral  tradition 
had  probably  become  blended ;  and  the  individual  by  whom 
it  was  committed  to  writing  probably  added  what  he  re- 
garded as  poetical  embellishments.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
believe,  for  example,  that  Mary  and  Zachariah  actually 
expressed  themselves  in  the  rh3rthmical  language  of  the 
hymns  ascribed  to  them ;  or  to  receive  as  literal  history 
the  whole  account  respecting  tiie  birth  of  John  the  Baptist, 
<Mr  of  the  different  appearances  of  an  angel  announcing 
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himself  as  Gabriel.  With  our  present  means  of  judging, 
however,  we  cannot  draw  a  precise  line  between  the  truth, 
and  what  has  been  added  to  the  truth.  But  in  regard  to 
the  main  event  related,  the  miraculous  conception  of  Jesus, 
it  seems  to  me  not  difficult  to  discern  in  it  purposes  worthy 
of  Grod.  Nothing  could  have  served  more  effectually  to 
relieve  him  from  that  interposition  and  embarrassment  in 
the  performance  of  his  high  mission,  to  which  he  would 
have  been  exposed  on  the  part  of  his  parents,  if  bom  in  the 
common  course  of  nature.  It  took  him  from  their  control, 
and  made  them  feel,  that  in  regard  to  him  they  were  not 
to  interfere  with  the  purposes  of  God.  It  gave  him  an 
abiding  sense,  from  his  earliest  years,  that  his  destiny  on 
earth  was  peculiar  and  marvellous ;  and  must  have  operated 
most  powerfully  to  produce  that  consciousness  of  his  inti- 
mate and  singular  connection  with  God,  which  was  so 
necessary  to  the  formation  of  the  character  he  displayed, 
and  to  the  right  performance  of  the  great  trust  comipitted 
to  him.  It  corresponds  with  his  office ;  presenting  him  to 
the  mind  of  a  believer,  as  an  individual  set  apart  from  all 
other  men,  coming  into  the  world  with  the  stamp  of  God 
upon  him,  answerably  to  his  purpose  here,  which  was  to 
speak  to  us  with  authority  from  Grod. 

n. 

MATTHEW,  CHAPTEB  XIVII.   VERSES  3-10. 

In  reference  to  the  original  text  of  our  present  Greek 
translation  of  Matthew,  I  know  of  nothing  extant  in  any 
considerable  number  of  copies,  which  can  be  considered  as 
an  interpolation  of  any  importance.  The  most  remarkable, 
perhaps,  is  the  doxology  at  the  end  of  our  Lord^s  prayer. 
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already  noticed.*  But,  beside  the  two  chapters  that  have 
been  discussed,  there  are  other  passages,  which  are  liable 
to  the  suspicion  of  having  been  interpolated  in  the  copy, 
or  in  copies,  of  the  original  Hebrew,  used  by  the  trans- 
lator. 

It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  for  determining  the  text  of 
Matthew^s  Hebrew  Grospel  we  have  but  a  single  authority, 
the  Greek  translation,  the  representative  perhaps  of  but  one 
manuscript,  probably  not  of  many.  But  where  we  have 
but  a  single  manuscript  for  determining  the  text  of  an 
author,  and  our  single  authority,  the  Greek  translation, 
amounts  to  but  little  more,  its  evidence  is  not  of  great 
weight  against  a  strong  presumption  of  the  spuriousness  of 
a  passage. 

Of  the  passages  referred  to,  the  genuineness  of  which  is 
suspicious,  one  is  the  account  of  the  conduct  and  fate  of 
Judas,  on  the  morning  after  the  apprehension  of  Jesus.  I 
will  give  it  with  the  context,  Matthew  xxvii.  1-11. 

*'  But  in  the  morning,  early,  all  the  chief  priests  and  the 
elders  of  the  people  met  in  council  to  devise  how  they 
might  procure  the  death  of  Jesus.  And  having  bound  him, 
they  carried  him  before  Pilate  the  governor,  to  deliver  him 
up  to  him.  [Then  Judas,  who  had  put  him  in  their  power, 
seeing  that  he  was  condemned,  repented,  and  carried  back 
the  thirty  pieces  of  silver  to  the  chief  priests  and  elders, 
saying,  I  have  sinned  in  betraying  the  blood  of  an  innocent 
man.  But  they  said  to  him,  What  is  that  to  us  ?  Do  you 
look  to  it.  And  he  threw  down  the  money  in  the  temple, 
and  withdrew,  and  went  and  hanged  himself.  But  the  chief 
priests,  taking  the  money,  said.  It  is  not  lawful  to  put  it  into 
the  sacred  treasury,  since  it  is  the  price  of  blood.    And 

*  See  before,  p.  xliii. 
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after  consulting  together,  they  determined  to  purchase  with 
it  the  Potter^s  Field,  as  a  burial*plaoe  for  strangers.  Hence 
that  field  has  been  called  the  Field  of  Blood  to  this  day. 
Then  was  fulfilled  what  was  said  by  Jeremiah  the  prophet: 
— And  they  took  the  thirty  pieces  of  silver ^  the  price  of  him 
who  toas  appraised^  whom  the  children  of  Israel  appraised^ 
and  they  gave  them  for  the  PoUer^s  Fields  as  the  Lord  had 
anointed  for  me.]  Then  Jesus  stood  before  the  governor, 
and  the  governor  questioned  him,  saying,  Art  thou  the  king 
of  the  Jews  ? " 

At  first  view  this  account  of  Judas  has  the  aspect  of  an 
interpdation.  It  is  inserted  so  as  to  diqoin  a  narrative,  the 
difierent  parts  of  which,  when  it  is  removed,  come  together 
as  if  they  had  been  origmally  united.  Whether  it  be  or  be 
not  an  interpolation,  it  is  clearly  not  in  a  proper  place.  Tbe 
whole  story  apparently  refers  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
point  of  time  where  it  is  introduced.  Between  the  evening 
in  which  Jesus  was  apprehended  and  early  in  the  morning, 
no  circumstance  could  have  occurred  to  produce  a  great 
change  in  such  a  mind  as  that  of  Judas,  or  in  any  other. 
When  he  betrayed  his  master,  he  knew  that  he  v^as  deliver* 
ing  him  into  the  hands  of  his  enemies,  whose  immediats 
purpose  it  was  to  take  his  life.  As  the  account  is  now 
placed,  it  is  said,  that  in  the  morning  Judas  was  affected 
with  bitter  remorse,  because  he  saw  that  ^^  Jesus  was  con- 
demned." But  no  condemnati<fti  had  yet  been  passed  upon 
him  by  the  Eoman  governor,  and  Judas  could  have  had  no 
new  conviction  that  the  Sanhedrim  would  use  all  their 
efibrts  to  procure  his  death.  Though  it  may  be  possible 
to  put  a  dififerent  meaning  on  the  words,  yet  the  account, 
according  to  its  obvious  sense,  represents  Judas  as  having 
had  an  interview  with  the  chief  priests  and  the  elders  (that 
is,  with  the  Sanhedrim)  in  the  temph,  which  is  irreconcilable 
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with  the  course  of  eventB  at  represented  by  Matthew^  in  the 
ccmtext  of  the  passage,  as  well  as  by  the  other  Erangelists. 
Matthew  could  not  have  described  the  Sanhedrim  as  hold- 
ing a  council  in  the  house  of  Caiaphas,  and  proceeding 
thence  to  the  house  of  Pilate,  and  also  as  being  in  the 
temple,  where  Judas  returned  them  their  money,  and  they 
deliberated  what  they  should  do  with  it 

The  account  of  Judas  we  are  considering  is  irreconoil* 
able  with  that  given  by  Luke  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
(ch.  i.  18,  19).    Luke  says :  — 

**  This  man  purchased  a  field  with  the  reward  of  his  in- 
iquity ;  and  falling  headlong,  burst  asunder,  so  that  all  his 
bowels  gushed  out ;  and  this  was  known  to  all  the  inhab- 
itants of  Jerusalem,  so  that  the  field  was  called  in  their 
language,  AcMama^  that  is,  The  Field  of  Bloods 

When  Luke  says,  that  ^^  this  was  known  to  all  the  inhab- 
itants of  Jerusalem,^'  we  understand  him  as  meaning  that  it 
was  a  common  report  in  Jerusalem,  and  that  he  himself 
believed  it  I  will  not  remark  on  the  attempts  which 
have  been  made  to  force  his  account  into  correspondence 
with  that  now  found  in  Matthew^s  Grospel.  To  me  it  seems 
clear,  that  if  Luke's  be  correct,  that  which  we  are  examin- 
ing must  be  erroneous  in  every  particular.  But  there  is  no 
doubt,  that  the  passage  quoted  from  the  Acts  is  genuine,  and 
Luke,  in  giving  the  common  report,  may  be  presumed  to 
have  stated  what  was  believed  by  the  Apostles  as  well  as 
others. 

In  the  conclusion  of  the  account  found  in  Matthew^s 
Gospel,  there  is  an  extraordinary  misuse  of  a  passage  of 
Zechariah,  which  the  writer  professes  to  quote  from  Jere- 
miah. I  put  out  of  view  the  notion,  that  he  may  have 
found  words  answering  to  what  he  has  given  in  an  apocry« 
phal  book  ascribed  to  Jeremkh,  of  which  we  nowhere  find 
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mention  except  in  a  single  passage  of  Jerome,  more  than 
three  centuries  alter  the  Gospel  of  Matthew  was  written. 
The  mistake  of  the  name  Jeremiah  for  Zechanah  seems  to 
show,  that  the  writer  quoted  from  memory,  and  this  may 
serve  in  part  to  explain  the  strange  use  which  he  makes  of 
the  words  of  the  latter.  The  changes  of  sense,  which  could 
not  have  haa  this  origin,  may  he  accounted  for  by  the 
allegorical  and  cabalistical  modes  of  interpreting  the  Old 
Testament  that  existed  among  the  Jews.  The  passage  of 
Zechariah  (ch.  xi.  12,  13),  may  be  thus  translated :  — 

"Then  I  said  to  them.  If  it  seem  good  in  your  eyes, 
give  me  my  wages  I  If  not,  keep  them !  And  they  weighed 
for  my  wages  thirty  shekels  of  silver.  And  Jehovah  said 
to  me.  Cast  it  into  the  treasury,  the  goodly  price  at  which 
I  was  valued  by  them  !  And  I  took  the  thirty  shekels  of 
silver,  and  cast  them  into  the  house  of  Jehovah,  into  the 
treasury."  • 

The  word  here  rendered  "  treasury  "  commonly  means 
"  potter " ;  and  the  only  reason  for  not  so  rendering  it  in 
the  present  case  is  the  difficulty  of  explaining,  why  a  potter 
should  be  spoken  of  as  being  in  the  house  of  the  Lord. 
In  the  quotation  found  in  Matthew  "  the  potter  "  is  changed 
into  "  the  Potter's  Field." 

The  inapplicability  of  the  words  of  Zechariah  to  the 
purpose  for  which  they  are  cited  in  the  passage  under 
consideration  needs  no  illustration.  Similar  perversions  of 
the  Old  Testament,  by  changing  the  words  and  sense  of 
the  original,  may  be  found  in  the  Rabbinical  writings ;  but 


*  I  give  the  translation  of  my  friend,  the  Rererend  Professor 
Noyes  (New  Translation  of  the  Hebrew  Prophets,  III.  210). — Je- 
hovah considers  the  wages  of  the  Prophet  as  his  own  wages,  and  the 
contempt  of  the  Prophet  the  same  as  the  contempt  of  himself. 
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no  other  quotation  of  the  same  character  is  adduced  by 
Matthew.  If  we  believe  the  first  two  chapters  to  be  the 
work  of  another  hand,  we  may  say  that  he  has  nothing 
resembling  this  quotation  from  Zechariah.  On  the  contrary, 
the  applicahility  of  the  words  of  the  original  to  the  subject 
about  which  he  has  used  them  is  elsewhere  apparent  Such 
being  the  habit  of  his  mind,  it  is  not  probable,  that  the 
quotation  in  question  was  made  by  him. 


m. 

BfATTHEW,   CHAPTER   XXVII.    PART   OF   VERSE  52  AND 
VERSE   53. 

Another  passage  which  one  may  believe  to  have  been 
bterpolated  in  the  copy,  or  in  copies,  of  the  original  He- 
brew used  by  the  translator,  is  that  answering  to  the  words 
of  the  following  quotation  which  are  included  in  brackets. 

*^And  lo!  the  veil  of  the  temple  was  torn  asunder  from 
the  top  to  the  bottom  ;  and  the  earth  was  shaken,  and  the 
rocks  were  rent,  and  the  sepulchres  laid  open  ;  [and  many 
bodies  of  saints  who  slept  were  raised,  and,  leaving  their 
sepulchres,  af^er  his  resurrection,  entered  the  holy  city  and 
appeared  to  many.]  '* 

Who,  it  may  be  asked,  were  these  saints  ?  Not  disciples 
of  Christ;  for  many  of  them  had  not  died.  Not  uncon- 
verted Jews  of  that  time ;  for  to  them  such  a  title  would 
not  be  applied.  How  long  had  they  Iain  in  their  sepul- 
chres ?  We  cannot  but  suppose,  that  corrupfion  hpd  done 
its  work  on  the  larger  portion ;  and  is  it  to  be  thought  that 
God  would  re-create,  as  it  were,  those  mouldering  bodies 
without  some  purpose  far  different  from  what  can  be  dis- 
cerned ?    What  purpose  indeed  can  be  discerned  ?    They 
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appeared,  it  is  said,  to  many ;  but  we  do  not  find  tbai  any 
converts  were  made  in  consequence,  nor  can  we  perceive 
that  any  good  whatever  followed,  directly  or  indirectly, 
from  their  appearance.  Supposing  the  story  to  be  true, 
many  to  whom  they  did  not  appear  would  regard  it  as  a 
fable  ;  and  its  circulation  would  only  tend  to  throw  discredit 
on  the  testimony  to  tlie  resurrection  of  Christ  himself. 
Were  those  saints  in  fiict  recalled  to  life,  and  did  they  die 
again,  and  their  bodies  resume  their  places,  when  their 
supposed  mission  to  the  living  was  accomplished?  Is  it 
possible,  if  such  an  astonishing  miracle  had  been  per- 
formed, a  miracle  more  adapted  to  excite  consternation 
than  any  in  the  whole  history  of  the  Evangelists,  that  one 
really  acquainted  with  such  a  fact  should  have  known 
nothing  of  the  consequences  that  must  have  resulted  from 
it,  or  that,  knowing  those  consequences,  he  should  not  have 
thought  it  worth  while  to  record  them  ?  Is  it  likely  that  so 
strange  a  marvel,  about  which  all  Jerusalem  must  have 
been  full  of  excitement,  should  have  been  mentioned  but 
by  one  Evangelist,  and  that  so  slightly?  Is  it  credible, 
that,  when,  as  far  as  we  know,  but  three  individuals  were 
restored  to  life  by  Jesus  himself,  and  this  in  solemn  attesta** 
tion  of  his  divine  mission,  many  bodies  of  saints  should 
have  been  raised  under  such  circumstances  as  that  the  fact 
should  contribute  little  or  nothing  to  establish  the  truth  of 
our  religion? 

After  CkrUtU  resurrection^  it  is  said,  they  left  their 
sepulchres  and  went  into  the  holy  city.  In  this  extraor- 
dinary  statement  we  may  recognize,  I  think,  the  fabrication 
of  some  relator  of  the  story.  He  apprehended,  that  if  the 
saints  were  represented  as  rising  and  appearing  on  the  day 
when  Christ  was  crucified^  it  might  seem  to  deprive  him 
of  the  title  of  PirsP-hom  from  the  dead ;  and  therefore 
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had  recourse  to  the  not  very  successful  expedient  of  post- 
poning their  appearance  till  after  his  resurrection. 

If  these  views  are  correct,  the  story  must  be  regarded 
as  a  fable  ;  probably  one  which,  in  common,  perhaps,  with 
others  now  utterly  forgotten,  was  in  circulation  among  the 
Hebrew  converts  after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem.  Some 
possessor  of  a  manuscript  of  Matthew^s  Hebrew  Gospel 
may  be  supposed  to  have  noted  it  in  the  margin  of  his 
copy,  whence  it  found  its  way  into  the  text  of  others, 
one  or  more  of  which  fell  bto  the  hands  of  the  Greek 
translator. 


In  connection  with  the  mention  of  supposed  interpolations 
in  the  Gospels,  I  have  referred  to  the  words  ascribed  to  our 
Lord,  in  the  fortieth  verse  of  the  twelfth  chapter  of  Mat- 
thew.*   On  this  passage  I  remark  below.t 


*  See  before,  p.  27,  note. 

1 1  do  not  fpeak  of  the  pasmge  in  the  text,  because  I  do  not  believe 
it  to  be  an  interpolation.  I  give  the .  words  in  brackets,  with  those 
preceding :  — 

**  A  wicked  and  apostate  race  would  have  a  sign  ;  but  no  sign  will 
be  given  it  except  the  sign  of  Jonah  the  Prophet.  [For  as  Jonah  was 
three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  bellj  of  the  fish,  so  will  the  Son 
of  Man  be  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  heart  of  the  earth.]  " 

The  words  of  our  Lord  are  thus  reported  by  Luke,  Ch.  xi.  29, 30 :  ** 

"  This  is  a  wicked  race.  It  would  have  a  sign ;  but  no  sign  wiU 
be  given  it,  except  the  sign  of  Jonah.  For  such  a  sign  as  Jonah  was 
to  the  Ninevites  will  the  Son  of  Man  be  to  this  generation." 

If  we  regard  what  is  given  by  Luke  as  a  correct  report  of  what 
was  said  by  Jesus,  we  may  suppose  that  the  explanation  of  the  sign 
of  Jonah,  by  a  comparison  of  his  being  three  days  and  three  nights  in 
the  belly  of  a  fish  with  our  Lord's  being  three  days  and  three  nights 
ia  a  tomby  whioh  is  fimnd  in  Matthew  bat  not  in  Luke,  was  intro* 
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IV. 


THE  CONCLUSION   OF   MAKERS  GOSPEL. 
(chapter  XVI.  VERSES  9-20.) 

Ws  pass  to  the  Grospel  of  Mark.  In  this  there  is  but 
one  passage  that  demands  consideration.    It  consists  of  the 

duced  into  our  Lord's  discourse  during  the  time  that  it  was  presenred 
by  oral  tradition.  His  own  brief  words  leaving  his  meaning  unde- 
fined, they  were  understood  by  some  as  referring  to  the  extraordinary 
marvel  related  in  the  story  of  Jonah ;  and,  being  so  understood,  this 
explanation  became  connected  with  them.  There  seems  to  be  no 
reason  for  supposing  that  it  was  inserted  in  Matthew's  Gospel  by 
any  other  than  the  Evangelist  himself. 

But  it  cannot  readily  be  believed  that  our  Lord  would  have  repre- 
sented his  being  three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  heart  of  the  earth 
as  the  only  sign  of  his  divine  mission  to  be  given  to  the  Jews.  This 
would  have  been  admitting  what  they  had  just  implied,  that  no  sign 
of  his  divine  mission  had  already  been  given  them. 

Nor,  if  we  regard  as  fabulous  the  story  that  Jonah  remained  alive 
for  three  days  and  three  nights  in  a  fish  by  which  he  had  been  swal- 
lowed, is  it  credible  that  our  Lord  would  have  referred  to  a  fiction  of 
this  sort  in  the  manner  represented ;  —  especially,  as  it  does  not  ap- 
pear fi-om  the  narrative  concerning  Jonah  that  the  supposed  miracle 
was  any  sign  to  the  Ninevites,  or  was  even  known  to  them. 

It  may  be  added,  that  our  Lord  is  made  to  say,  that  he  would  be 
three  days  and  three  nights  in  the  tomb.  He  vras,  in  fitct,  laid  in  the 
tomb  on  the  night  of  Friday^  probably  late  at  night,  and  rose  before 
the  dawn  of  Sunday  morning ;  —  and  no  use  of  language  can  be  pro- 
duced which  may  justify  the  calling  of  such  a  period  of  time  three 
days  and  three  nights.  Its  being  so  called  can,  I  think,  be  accounted 
for  only  by  the  loose  manner  in  which  the  Jews  were  wont  to  accom- 
modate together  passages  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  events  of  which 
they  regarded  those  passages  as  descriptive,  prophetic,  or  tjrpical.  Of 
this  it  is  not  a  remarkable  example. 

The  meaning  of  the  words  of  Jesus  as  reported  by  Luke,  and  also 
by  Matthew,  with  the  omission  of  those  under  consideration,  may  be 
thus  explained :  — 
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last  twelve  verses  of  his  Gospel,  from  the  ninth  verse  of 
the  sixteenth  chapter,  inclusive,  to  the  end. 

It  is  remarkable,  that,  while  Griesbach  does  not  in  his 
New  Testament  affix  to  them  any  mark  of  doubt,  he  argues 
at  length  against  their  genuineness  in  his  Commentarius 
Criiicus,  The  state  of  external  testimony  respecting  them 
is  as  follows. 

JoBUs  was  mrroanded  by  men  full  of  bigotry,  evil  passions,  and 
mortal  hatred  toward  himself, — men  who  were  resisting  the  strongest 
evidences  of  his  divine  mission,  ascribing  his  mir^Ies  to  the  agency 
of  Satan,  and  demanding  in  mockery  some  sign  of  his  divine  mission, 
some  manifestation  of  Grod's  power  in  attestation  of  it,  as  if  the  most 
striking  attestations  of  it  had  not  been  already  given.  His  view 
turned  to  that  destruction  of  their  nation  which  was  impending  over 
the  Jews,  as  the  punishment  of  their  rejection  of  him.  No  sign,  he 
says,  will  be  given  to  this  wicked  and  apostate  race,  no  manifestation 
of  Grod's  power  will  be  made  to  them  which  they  will  believe  and 
feel  to  be  such,  except  a  prophet  of  destruction  such  as  Jonah  was  to 
the  Ninevites,  whose  warnings  —  to  pursue  the  train  of  thought 
which  was  in  the  mind  of  our  Lord  —  will  be  disregarded,  and 
whose  predictions  of  ruin  will  be  accomplished. 

Thus  he  immediately  subjoins :  —  **  The  men  of  Nineveh  will  rise 
up  before  the  judgment-seat  with  this  race  and  condemn  it ;  for  they 
reformed  upon  the  preaching  of  Jonah ;  and  lo !  one  greater  than 
Jonah  is  here."  / 

However  fabulous  may  be  the  story  of  Jonah,  there  was  nothing 
unsuitable  to  our  Lord's  character  in  thus  using  it.  Speakers  and 
writers  of  every  age  and  country  have  recurred  to  well-known  works 
of  fiction  as  readily  as  to  authentic  history  for  analogies  and  exem- 
plifications fitted  to  afiect  the  imaginations  of  their  hearers  or  readers. 
It  would  be  folly  to  suppose,  that,  in  doing  so,  they  meant  to  vouch 
for  the  truth  of  the  books  which  they  have  thus  quoted.  It  is  only 
in  the  reasonings  of  divines,  that  these  facts  have  been  overlooked, — 
in  those  reasonings  in  which  our  Lord  and  the  writers  of  the  New 
Testament  have  been  considered  as  giving  their  authority  for  the 
truth  and  for  the  genuineness  of  all  books  referred  to  or  quoted  by 
them. 
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They  are  not  found  in  the  Vatican  manuscript  In  the 
Codex  Stephani  17,  aAer  the  eighth  verse,  it  is  said.  The 
following  also  is  extant^  which  words  precede  a  short  con- 
clusion (to  be  noticed  hereafler*)  undoubtedly  spurious, 
and  then  come  the  words,  This  also  is  extant ;  after  which 
follow  the  twelve  verses  in  question.  In  more  than  forty 
other  manuscripts,  they  are  accompanied  by  various  re- 
marks, to  the  effect  ^^  that  they  were  wanting  in  some,  but 
found  in  the  ancient  copies '';  ^that  they  were  in  many 
copies,*^  ^^  that  they  had  been  considered  spurious  and  were 
wanting  in  most  copies,"  "  that  they  were  not  in  the  more 
accurate  copies,"  and,  on  the  other  hand,  ^'  that  they  were 
generally  in  accurate  copies." 

In  the  other  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels  beside  those 
mentioned,  the  passage  in  question  is  found  without  re- 
mark; and  likewise  in  all  the  ancient  versions,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Armenian  (in  the  manuscripts  of  which, 
as  appears,  it  is  either  omitted  or  marked  as  of  doubtful 
credit),  and  likewise  of  the  copy  of  an  Arabic  version 
preserved  in  the  Vatican  library. 

The  nineteenth  verse  is  distinctly  quoted  by  Irensus  as 
from  the  Grospel  of  Mark ;  f  and  the  passage  in  question 
appears  to  have  been  recognized  as  genuine  by  some  other 
fathers.}  But  no  part  of  it  is  quoted  by  Origen.  Accord- 
ing to  Eusebius,  almost  all  the  copies  of  Mark's  Grospel, 
including  the  most  accurate,  ended  with  what  is  now  the 
eighth  verse.^    Gregory  of  Nyssa  states,  that  the  passage 

*  See  AdditioDal  Note,  C. 

t  Cont.  Harm,  Lib.  III.  c  10.  §  6.  p.  1S8. 

t  Not,  however,  by  Clement  of  Rome,  nor  iiutin,  who  are  cited 
as  qaoting  it  in  the  editions  of  the  N.  T.  by  Griesbach  and  Sebolt, 
nor,  I  think,  by  Clement  of  Alexandria,  who  is  also  adduced. 

§  Qiuestiones  ad  Marinum,  pp.  61,  €2. 
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was  not  found  in  the  more  accurate  copies;*  and  Jerome 
says,  that  it  was  but  in  few,  being  wanting  in  almost  all  the 
Greek  manuscripts.f  I  pass  over  other  authorities  against 
it  of  less  importance. 

This  ^jtate  of  the  external  evidence  is  such  as  to  render 
the  genuineness  of  the  passage  suspicious ;  especially  when 
we  consider  that  it  was  the  natural  tendency  of  transcribers 
rather  to  preserve,  than  to  reject,  what  they  found  in  an 
exemplar  before  them.  They  had  the  feeling,  that  it  ren« 
dered  their  copy  more  complete.  To  reject  was  to  assume 
responsibility ;  to  retain  was  yielding  to  authority ;  and, 
in  addition,  there  has  always  been  a  strong,  however  irra- 
tional, sentiment,  that,  when  there  is  a  doubt  whether  a 
passage  may  not  be  a  portion  of  Sacred  Writ,  it  is  profime 
to  reject  it ;  a  sentiment  of  which  we  have  had  full  proof 
in  our  day ;  the  manifest  corruptions  found  in  the  Received 
Text  of  the  New  Testament  being,  some  of  them,  still 
inserted  in  editions  of  the  original,  and  all  of  them  retained 

*  Orat.  n.  io  Christi  Reaurrect  Opp.  III.  411. 

t  Ad  Hedibiam,  de  QaeeftioDibag.  Opp.  IV.  P.  I.  col.  172.  —  Scbolz, 
in  tbe  note  on  tbe  veraes  in  his  edition  of  the  N.  T.,  says  (as  others 
have  done),  tbat  Jerome  makes  an  assertion  contrary  to  that  qaoted 
above,  in  his  work,  Against  the  •Pelagians  (Lib.  11.  Opp.  IV.  P.  II. 
col.  500).  What  Jerome  there  ssyi  is,  that  ^  in  some  copies,  and 
particnlarly  in  Greek  copies,"  at  the  end  of  Mark's  Gospel,  a  pasiage 
was  (band  (not  now  extant  in  any  copy  of  the  €rospel,  and  obvioasly 
spurious),  which  he  quotes.  It  was  inserted  after  the  fourteenth 
verse,  and  is  given  by  Griesbach  and  Scholz  among  their  Various 
Readings.  When  Jerome,  after  saying  that  it  was  fbund  **  in  some 
copies,"  adds,  **  particularly  in  Greek  copies,"  he  can  only  mean,  that 
the  fiust  deserved  particular  attention,  that  among  those  copies  there 
were  some  in  Greek.  In  this,  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  his 
assertion  quoted  above.  Tbe  absence  of  the  passage  from  all  copies 
now  extant  proves  tbat  it  could  have  been  but  in  very  few  in  the 
time  of  Jerome. 
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in  the  Common  English  Version,  as  published  by  authority. 
The  dread  of  taking  from  Scripture  any  thing  which  might 
be  a  part  of  it  has  been  far  stronger  than  the  apprehension, 
at  least  equally  reasonable,  of  adding  to  Scripture  some- 
thing not  belonging  to  it  Thus  Eusebius,  after  mention- 
ing that  some  rejected  the  passage  under  consideration,  as 
wanting  in  most  copies,  and  among  them  the  most  accurate, 
adds,  that  ^*  others,  not  daring  to  reject  any  thing  whatever 
that  is  extant,  through  any  circumstance,  in  the  manuscripts 
of  the  Gospels,  say  that  there  is  here  a  double  reading,  as 
in  many  other  places,  and  that  both  are  to  be  received, 
because  the  faithful  and  pious  will  not  undertake  to  decide 
in  favor  of  one  rather  than  the  other."  • 

But,  in  addition  to  this  common  feeling,  transcribers  must 
have  been  peculiarly  reluctant  to  reject  the  passage  before 
us ;  for,  if  struck  off,  it  leaves  the  Grospel  of  Marii,  in  its 
conclusion,  strangely  incomplete  and  unsatbfactory.  This, 
which  every  one  feels,  must  have  been  felt  by  them.  It  is, 
I  conceive,  the  main  argument  for  the  genuineness  of  the 
passage,  and  one  which  at  first  view  may  seem  almost 
conclusive. 

Before,  however,  considering  this  argument,  we  will 
attend  to  the  internal  character  of  the  passage,  to  ascertain 
what  proof  this  may  afford  respecting  the  point  at  issue. 

There  is,  then,  a  difference  so  great  between  the  use 
of  language  in  this  passage,  and  its  use  in  the  undisputed 
portion  of  Mark's  Grospel,  as  to  furnish  strong  reason  for 
believing  the  passage  not  genuine.  I  give  examples  in  a 
note  below.f 

*  Qanstiones  ad  Marinum,  p.  €2. 

t  There  are  varioua  words  and  modes  of  expression  peculiar  to 
this  passage,,  not  connected  with  the  expression  of  any  thing  peculiar 
to  its  subject;  but,  on  the  contrary,  of  such  a  character,  that,  if  thej 
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To  proceed  to  other  considerations.  In  the  ninth  Terse 
(the  first  of  the  disputed  passage),  Mary  Magdalene  is 
described  as  if  unknown  to  the  reader: — "Mary  Magda- 
lene, from  whom  he  cast  out  seven  demons.^'  Now,  as 
she  had  been  mentioned  by  Mark  several  tifnes  within  a 
few  preceding  pages,  it  is  not  likely  that  this  mode  of 
designating  her,  to  be  expected  only  concerning  an  indi- 
vidual first  introduced  to  notice,  should  have  been  used  by 
him.  It  seems  to  have  been  the  work  of  the  author  of  the 
addition,  writing  with  too  little  reference  to  what  preceded 
in  the  Grospel. 

The  words  ascribed  to  our  Saviour  in  these  verses  dififer 
so  much  in  their  character  from  any  elsewhere  recorded  as 
his,  either  by  Mark  or  any  other  of  the  Evangelists,  that 
it  is  difiicult  to  believe  them  to  have  been  uttered  by  him. 

had  been  ftmiUftr  to  Mark,  they  would  probablj  have  oceorred  elsewhere 
m  hie  writings.    Such  are  the  fbUowing. 

y.  9.  «'(i^  r«CCi(r«if^  instead  of  /»if  wmCUirmy  the  expression  nsed 
hj  Marie  a  little  before^  and  l^  all  the  other  Evangelists,  hi  speakhig  of 
the  day.     Tl^irn  r«CCiCr«»  occnrs  nowhere  else  in  the  New  Testament. 

V.  10.  \»ufnt  and  v.  11.  »^mu.  This  use  of  Ui7v«f,  not  demonstra- 
tive, nor  emphatical,  oocon  nowhere  else  in  Mail's  GospeL 

V.  10.  The  expression  m  fur*  mur§p  ytfi/ufM  to  denote  the  disciples  of 
Jesns,  of  which  nse  of  the  words  there  is  no  other  example  in  the  New 
Testament. 

V.  19.  i  »^4«#,  and  v.  SO.  rw  »»^Uv*  Marie  in  his  own  person  no- 
where else  i^»plies  this  titie  to  Christ 

Passing  over  the  words  peculiar  to  this  passage^  the  use  of  which  may 
be  accounted  for  from  something  pecoliar  in  its  subject,  the  fixllowing 
nowhere  else  oocnr  in  the  Gospel  of  Mark :  —  1.  u-t^iwfuu,  the  participles 
of  which  are  nsed  three  times,  2.  ^ti«^Mu,  nsed  as  a  verb,  and  likewise 
as  its  participle,  3.  AnrrU,  verb  and  participle,  ^ffurk  rmvrm,  5.  fn^«#, 
6.  9m^  7.  VM^MXMii/Uf,  8.  Cxditnt^  9*  ftif  ^Sf,  10.  wm^rmx^i*  11.  «v- 
N^l»,  IS.  UQmiim^  13.  IwmmXmi^U. 
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^'Aml  he  said  to  his  ditoiplet.  Go  to  all  the  worlds  and 
preach  the  Qoapel  to  the  whole  creation.  He  who  belieyes 
and  is  baptized,  shall  be  safe  \  he  who  disbelieves,  shall  be 
condemned.  And  these  signs  shall  accompany  those  who 
belieye;  in  my  name  they  shall  cast  out  demons;  they 
shall  speak  new  languages ;  they  shall  take  op  serpeniB ; 
if  they  drink  any  deadly  thing,  k  shall  not  hurt  them; 
they  shall  lay  their  hands  upon  the  diseased,  and  they  dndl 
be  well.^^  In  these  words,  represented  as  the  last  tiuU 
Jesus  addressed  to  hia  Apostles,  there  appears  a  want  ai 
that  moral  dignity  which  is  characteristic  of  his  discourses, 
and  which  we  should  abore  all  expect  upon  tiiis  occasion. 
The  particular  enumeration  of  miraclea  to  be  performed  is 
not  ia  his  manner.  He  woM  not,  in  giring  his  last  soieam 
charge  to  his  Apostles,  have  tuned  away  dieir  thoagfati 
from  a  consideration  of  their  high  duties,  to  an  anticipation 
of  the  various  miraculous  powers  which  they,  and  other 
believers,  were  to  possess.  Some  of  the  miracles  enumer- 
ated are  of  a  kind  very  di&ient  from  those  which  he  and 
his  Apostlee  were  accustomed  to  perform.  They  do  not, 
like  their  works  of  mercy,  bear  in  thehr  veiy  charact^  the 
stamp  of  a  divine  mission.  They  were  liable  to  be  con- 
founded with  the  tricks  of  pretended  magicians.  Some 
of  the  powers  promised  could  be  of  no  use  to  others,  and 
of  none  to  the  possessor,  except  in  case  of  a  rare  {uku- 
dent  But,  above  all,  if^  aa  I  think  is  certain,  miraculous 
powers  were  not  granted  to  believer?  generally,  then  ^ms 
promise  that  they  would  be  so  granted — '^  These  signs 
shall  accompany  those  who  believe  ** — could  not  have 
been  uttered  by  Christ ;  and,  we  may  conclude  with  almost 
equal  confidence,  could  not  have  been  ascribed  to  him  by 
the  Evan^slist 
There  is,  throu^out  these  ittiaea,  an  extvasidinacy  con- 
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cMeneM  of  narration,  ?ery  difl^rent  from  the  common  imii^ 
oer  of  Mark,  who  usually  details  facts  in  more  words  and 
with  more  circumstances  than  any  other  of  the  Erangelists. 
it  is  the  manner  of  one  adding  only  what  he  thought  neces- 
sary to  form  some  proper  conclusion  to  the  Gospel. 

Birr,  on  the  other  hand,  to  lecur  to  the  crgtrment  before 
mentioBed,  it  may  be  said,  that  it  is  incredible  that  Mark 
should  have  left  kis  Grospel  with  so  abrupt  and  unsatis- 
ftKtoiy  an  ending  as  it  mast  have  had,  if  he  had  broken 
off*  with  the  eighth  verse  of  the  kist  chapter ;  and  that  this 
consideration  alone  is  sufficient  to  do  away  the  whde  force 
of  the  preceding  remarks.  I  alk>w  that  it  is  incredible, 
that  Mark  should  thus  have  ended  his  Gospel  designedly 
and  by  choice  ;  but  it  is  not  incredible  that  he  should  have 
been  interrupted  in  his  labors  by  accident.  What  that 
accident  was  must  be  a  matter  of  conjecture.  But  there 
is  nothing  incredible  or  improbable  in  supposing,  that  some 
accident  may  have  occurred  to  prevent  him  from  finishing 
his  Gospel  as  he  intended  ;  and  there  are  historical  circum- 
stances which  afford  ground  for  conjecturing  what  that 
accident  may  have  been* 

According  to  ancient  accounts,  of  which  there  is  no 
reason  fixr  doubting  the  essential  eorreetness,  the  Apostle 
Peter,  near  the  ekee  of  his  life,  went  to  Bome>  with  Mark 
for  his  companion.  He  there  preached  the  gospel,  while 
Mark,  aa  is  related,  composed,  at  the  request  of  his  hearers, 
a  written  gospel,  of  which  his  preaching  was  the  basis. 
But  the  terrible  persecution  of  the  Christians  under  Nero 
broke  out  in  the  year  64,  and  in  that  or  the  following  year, 
SB  appears  probable,  Peter  was  crucified.  Here  all  authen- 
tic accounts  of  Mark  end ;  for  ^e  slory  of  his  going  from 
Rome  and  preaching  at  Alexandria  cam  be  tsaced  no  Ugher 
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than  to  a  hearsay  of  Eusebius,  and  is  connected  with  rela- 
tions  of  a  nature  wholly  to  destroy  its  credit.  In  that 
persecution,  Mark  may  hare  perished  also ;  or,  if  he  did 
not,  the  anguish  of  mind  which  he  must  have  suffered,  or 
imprisonment,  or  a  rapid  flight  from  the  city,  or  some  other 
cause,  connected  with  that  period  of  frightful  distress  and 
anxiety,  may  have  prevented  him  from  completing  his 
work.  Copies  of  it,  however,  being  taken  in  its  imperfect 
state,  we  may  suppose,  that,  at  an  early  period,  some 
individual  possessing  one  of  these  who  was  procuring 
new  transcripts  to  be  made,  added  the  brief  conclusion 
which  we  now  find,  in  order  to  complete  the  work.  As 
the  history  is  in  fact  unfinished  without  it,  it  soon  came  to 
be  considered  by  very  many  as  a  part  of  the  original  Gos- 
pel, or  as  a  proper  addition  to  it,  and  it  has  thus,  we  may 
suppose,  found  its  way  into  a  great  majority  of  our  present 
copies. 


LUKE,  CHAPTER   IX.   VERSES   55,   56. 

When  our  Lord  and  his  disciples  were  refused  hospi- 
tality by  the  Samaritans  of  a  certain  village,  which  was  an 
act  of  peculiar  disrespect  according  to  the  notions  of  that 
age  and  country,  James  and  John,  in  common,  doubtless, 
with  the  other  disciples,  were  indignant  at  such  treatment 
They  recollected  what,  according  to  the  Jewish  history,  had 
been  the  dealings  of  prophets  of  old  with  those  who 
oflended  them;  they  were  disposed  on  this  as  on  other 
occasions  to  take  the  lead  among  the  disciples,  and,  under 
the  excitement  of  the  moment,  they  addressed  Jesus  with 
the  question, — ^*  Master,  shall  we  call  down  fire  from 
heaven  and  destroy  them  ? — as  Elijah  did. 
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^*  But  he  turned  and  rebuked  them ;  [and  said,  Ye  know 
not  of  what  spirit  ye  are.  For  the  Son  of  Man  came  not 
to  destroy  men^s  lives,  but  to  save  them.]  And  they  went 
to  another  village.^' 

We  can  conceive  of  no  words  more  appropriate  to  the 
occasion,  more  suitable  to  the  character  of  our  Lord,  or 
better  fitted  to  repress  and  correct  the  wrong  feelings  of 
his  disciples.  They  conveyed  a  reproof  full  of  instruction, 
expressed  at  once  in  the  mildest  and  the  most  effectual  form. 

One  who  is  not  a  critical  student  of  the  New  Testament 
may  therefore  be  surprised  to  learn,  that  these  words  were, 
probably,  not  in  the  Grospel  of  Luke  as  written  by  him. 
They  are  wanting  in  a  large  majority  of  the  bldest  and 
most  important  manuscripts. 

The  omission  of  a  passage  which  was  part  of  the  origi- 
nal text  of  a  work  must  be  the  result  either  of  accident  or 
of  design.  No  accident  can  be  supposed  which  would 
lead  to  the  concurrent  omission  of  a  passage  in  many  man- 
uscripts, which,  like  those  in  the  present  case,  were  written 
independently  of  one  another,  that  is,  of  which  one  was 
not  copied  from  another.  There  is  only  one  class  of  acci- 
dents of  omission  which  admits  of  any  particular  explana- 
tion, such  as  may  justify  us  in  supposing  the  possibility 
that  an  accident  of  this  class,  affecting  a  particular  passage, 
might  occur  in  a  few  unconnected  copies.  The  omissions 
referred  to  are  those  which  proceed  from  the  circumstance, 
that  one  clause  ends  with  the  same  word  or  the  same  series 
of  syllables  as  another  following  it,  so  that  the  eye  of  a 
transcriber  may  glance  from  the  former  to  the  latter  endmg, 
and  omit  the  intervening  words ; — omissions  inconsequence 
of  an  homoioteletUon  (that  is,  *^  like  ending  ^*),  as  they  are 
technically  called.  But  this  cause  of  omission  does  not  exist 
in  the  passage  before  us. 
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If,  then,  the  words  ascribed  to  Jeeus  originally  made  a 
part  of  Luke^s  Gospel,  they  must  have  been  omitted  by 
design ;  and  this  supposition  has  been  resorted  to.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  they  were  struck  out  by  catholic  Chris* 
tians,  that  the  Maicionites  might  not  use  them  in  defence 
of  their  opinions.* 

As  I  have  elsewhere  (in  Part  HI.  of  this  woric)  more 
fully  explained,  the  llaicionites,  in  common  with  the  other 
Grnostics,  regarded  Judaism  as  a  very  imperfect  dispensa- 
tion, with  which  Christianity  in  many  respects  stood  m 
contrast ;  they  conceived  of  it  as  proceeding  not  from  the 
true  Grod,  but  from  an  inferior  god,  who  had  fashioned  this 
material  worid ;  and  they  believed  that  the  Apostles  gen- 
erally, through  their  Jewish  prejudiooa,  did  not  fuUy  com- 
prehend the  character  of  Christianity.  In  the  passage  be- 
fore us,  our  Lord  is  represented  as  saying  to  two  of  the 
principal  Apostles, —  "  Ye  know  not  of  what  spirit  ye  are  '^ ; 
that  is,  as  I  doubt  not  that  the  words  should  be  undentood, 
^  Ye  know  not  the  spirit  of  my  religion  '* ;  and  in  his  own 
conduct  he  presents  the  spirit  of  Christianity  in  contrast 
with  what  was  conceived  to  be  the  spirit  of  Judaism,  as 
exemplified  in  the  story  concerning  Elijaluf  The  passage, 
therefore,  is  one  which  the  Marcionites  might  naturally 
have  thought  to  be  very  much  to  their  purpose. 

But  we  cannot  thus  account  for  its  omission.  Nor  can 
we  adopt  any  other  supposition,  which  is  designed  to  ex- 
plain its  absence  from  so  many  copies,  on  the  ground  of 
there  being  something  obnoxious  in  its  character. 

Tliere  is  no  evidence,  and  no  probability,  that  transcribers 


*  ^^Orthodoxi  bac  yidentar  deleviase,  ne  Marcionits  haberent  quo 
M  tuerentur." — Wetftein,  ad  locum, 
t  The  ftory  is  told  in  2  Kings,  Ch.  i. 
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umomg  oatholio  Christms  were  accustofnad  to  omit  pas- 
sages through  the  influence  of  any  theological  prejudice, 
or  because  they  might  seem  to  them  to  present  a  difficulty, 
of  whatever  kind  that  might  be.  If  such  had  been  the 
fiict,  there  must  have  been  abundant  evidence  of  it  in  the 
present  slate  of  the  authorities  for  settling  the  text  of  ihm 
New  Testament ;  but  such  evidence  does  not  exist  Catb* 
otic  Chnstians,  to  say  nothing  of  their  reverence  for  the 
Scriptures,  were  not  so  deficient  in  honesty  and  in  good 
sense  as  to  adopt  cnr  couDtenaDoe  such  a  course.  In  regpurd 
to  the  passage  before  us,  every  transcriber  must  have  shrunk 
from  thus  dealti^  with  the  words  of  Jesus  himself*  With' 
oat  doubt,  likewise,  the  generality  of  those  engaged  in  the 
transcription  and  sale  of  books  pursued  thehr  business  as  a 
trade,  and  troubled  themselves  little  about  the  bearing  of 
particular  passages. 

But  should  we  admit  that  some  few  transcriben  were  so 
alarmed  at  the  use  which  the  Maicionites  might  make  of 
the  passage,  ^t,  though  they  could  not  expunge  it  from 
the  copies  of  the  Marcionites,  they  struck  it  out  of  their 
own,  or  that  they  were,  for  any  other  reason,  so  scandal* 
ized  at  the  words  of  our  Lord,  that  they  resolved  not  to  be 
coneeroed  in  preserving  them,  yet  their  miscondoct  could 
affect  only  the  copies  which  they  transcribed.  If  we  sup- 
pose the  omission  to  have  been  made  after  the  controversy 
with  the  Marcionites  had  commenced,  it  could  not  have 
afiected  many  thousands  of  copies  already  spread  over  the 
world,  nor  those  copies  which  might  be  made  by  more 
trustworthy  transcribers;  nor  could  it  have  counteracted 
the  constant  tendency  there  would  have  been  to  fill  up 
the  gap  which  had  been  left, — the  tendency  among  tran- 
scribers, of  which  I  have  before  spoken,  to  insert  and  not 
to  omit    We  cannot,  therefore,  account  for  the  absence  of 
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the  passage  from  so  many  copies  on  the  ground  of  inten- 
tional  omission. 

But  it  is  further  to  he  ohserved,  that  the  Marcionites 
made  no  use  of  the  words  of  our  Lord,  though  apparently 
so  much  to  their  purpose.  If  they  had  done  so,  we  should 
have  evidence  of  the  fact  in  the  writings  of  their  opponents, 
particularly  of  Tertullian.  But  nothing  to  that  effect  ap- 
pears. This  is  the  more  remarkable,  as  Tertullian  in  his 
long  work  against  Marcion  twice  notices  the  use  which  the 
Marcionites  made  of  the  narrative,  by  contrasting  the  con- 
duct of  Jesus  and  Elijah,*  but  refers  to  no  appeal- made  by 
them  to  the  words  of  Jesus.  Had  those  words  been  gen- 
erally recognized  as  genuine  in  the  time  of  the  earlier 
Marcionites,  they  could  hardly  have  failed  to  use  them. 

In  discussing  the  question,  whether  a  passage  omitted  in 
certain  manuscripts  should  or  should  not  be  considered  as 
a  part  of  the  original  text,  it  has  not  been  uncommon  to 
array  on  one  side  the  authorities  which  recognize  it  as 
genuine,  and  on  the  other  side  those  which  do  not  The 
intrinsic  value  of  one  class  of  authorities,  considered  in 
reference  to  their  general  character,  is  then  weighed  against 
that  of  the  other  class,  and  the  passage  is  judged  to  be 
genuine  or  not,  according  as  either  class  preponderates  ; — 
except,  indeed,  that  a  zeal  for  defending  the  Received  Text 
often  causes  the  critic  to  lay  a  heavy  hand  upon  the  scale 
in  which  are  placed  the  authorities  for  retaining  it  But 
this  mode  of  reasoning  is  wholly  fallacious.  If  a  passage 
be  genuine,  we  may  reasonably  expect  to  find  it,  not  in  a 
majority  of  the  copies  of  the  work  to  which  it  belongs, 

*  Advers.  Marcion.  Lib.  IV.  c.  23.  p.  438.    lb.  c.  29,  p  446. 
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but  in  all  the  copies,  except  so  &r  as  in  particular  cases 
a  satisfactory  reason  may  be  assigned  for  its  omission. 
If  there  be  any  copy  in  which  it  is  not  found,  this  is  a 
fact  to  be  accounted  for.  An  interpolation  may  be  extant 
in  a  majority  of  copies.  It  may  have  been  originally 
inserted  inconsiderately  or  fraudulently.  It  may  by  mis- 
take have  been  taken  from  the  margin  into  the  text,  —  a 
mistake  of  so  very  frequent  occurrence,  that  I  am  obliged 
often  to  refer  to  it.*  Having  been  once  inserted,  its  spread 
from  one  copy  to  many  is  easily  explained  by  the  uncritical 
habits  of  transcribers,  and  their  disposition  to  retain  what- 
ever they  found  given  as  a  part  of  the  text  before  them. 
The  noted  passage  interpolated  in  the  Jewish  Antiquities 
of  Josephus,  in  which  mention  is  made  of  Jesus,  is  not 
only  quoted  by  a  series  of  Christian  fathers  from  Eusebius 
downward,  but  is  extant  at  the  present  day  in  all  the  manu- 
scripts of  that  work.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  genu- 
ineness of  a  passage  is  not  established  by  its  being  found 
in  a  majority  of  the  most  important  copies  of  the  work  of 
.  which  it  may  be  supposed  to  be  a  part  To  satisfy  the 
conditions  of  proof  required,  it  should  be  found  in  all ;  ex- 


*  A  marginal  note  has  crept  into  the  text,  says  Person  in  his  Let- 
ters to  Travis  (pp.  149, 150),  **  not  merely  in  hundreds  or  thousands, 
but  in  millions  of  places.  JfaturA,  says  DailU,  ita  eomparatum  est^ 
tU  auctorum  prdbatorum  Ubros  plerique  omnes  amplos  quam  breves 
maUnt ;  verentes  seilicetj  ne  quid  sibi  desit,  quod  auctoris  vel  sit  vel 
esse  dieatur.  To  the  same  purpose  Bengelius,  JWm  facile  pro  super- 
fluo  aUquid  hodie  haberU  eomplures  docti  viri  (he  might  have  added, 
omnesque  tniocft),  eddemque  meate  plerique  quondam  Ubrarii  fiiere. 
From  this  known  propensity  of  transchbers  to  turn  every  thing  into 
text  which  they  found  written  in  the  margin  of  their  MSS.  or  be- 
tween the  lines,  so  many  interpolations  have  proceeded,  that  at  pres- 
ent the  surest  canon  of  criticism  is,  Pnrferatur  lectio  brevior.** 
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cept  (at  I  have  said)  a  sufficiant  and  probable  eauae  ean 
be  aasigned  for  its  abaenoe. 

These  are  general  principle*  of  criticism,  to  be  kept  ia 
view  in  regard  to  the  passage  before  tMi,  and  others  which 
we  are  about  to  consider.  The  present  passage,  indeed,  is 
not  found  in  a  majoritj  of  the  most  important  manuscripts, 
but  it  ia  found  in  a  large  majoritj  of  the  manuscripts  of 
liuke*s  Gospel,  taken  indjaoriminalelj,  and  in  many  of  the 
versions* 

Its  omiseioQ  in  the  copies  in  which  it  is  not  found  cannot, 
as  we  have  seen,  be  accounted  for  as  having  been  caused 
either  by  accident  or  by  design.  We  must  conclude,  there- 
fore, that  it  did  not  make  a  part  of  the  original  text  of 
Luke*s  GospeL 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  words  cany  with  them  strong 
intrinsic  proof  that  they  were  spoken  by  Jesus.  Nor  can 
we  imagine  any  reason  why,  if  not  uttered  by  tum,  they 
should  have  been  invented  and  ascribed  to  him. 

In  this  state  of  the  case,  the  only  solution  of  the  appear- 
ances that  present  themselves  seems  to  be,  that  the  words 
ascribed  to  our  Lord  were  spoken  by  him,  that  they  were 
preserved  in  the  memories  of  those  who  heard  him,  and 
communicated  by  them  to  others,  and  that,  not  having  been 
recorded  by  Luke,  they  were  first  written  in  te  ma]^in, 
and  ^en  introduced  into  the  text  of  his  GospeL 

But  the  appearances  are  such,  that,  this  general  explana- 
tion being  given,  we  must  enter  further  into  particulars. 
The  Cambridge  manuscript  and  some  other  audioritiea  omit 
only  the  last  words  ascribed  to  our  Lord,  and  preserve 
the  first,  namely, "  Ye  know  not  of  what  spirit  ye  areJ** 
And  some  manuscripts,  including  the  Vatican  and  the  Co- 
dex Stephani  ^,  which  omit  all  our  Ijord^s  words,  omit  also 
the  words,  ''As  Elijah  did:'    It  may  seem,  therefore,  that 
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the  account  of  tbo  words  of  our  liord  Mid  his  dyaetpfes  ww 
not  introduced  in  a  complete  fbno  at  once ;  but  that  the  text 
owes  its  present  state  to  marginal  additions  made  at  three 
different  times ;  first,  the  words,  ^^  Ab  Elijah  did^*^  being 
written  down,  as  these  are  wanting  in  the  smallest  number 
of  manuscript,  then  those  first  spoken  by  our  Lord,  and  then 
his  remaining  words. 


VI. 

LUKE,  CHAPTER  XXII.   VERSES  43,  44. 

In  the  Gospel  of  Luke  there  is  but  one  other  passage  of 
any  importance,  the  genuineness  of  which  there  seems  good 
reason  for  doubting.  It  consists  of  the  fortj-third  and  forty- 
feorth  renee  of  the  twenty-eecond  chapter. 

^^And  there  appeared  to  him  an  angel  from  hearen, 
strengthening  him.  And,  being  in  an  agony,  he  prayed 
the  more  earnestly ;  and  his  sweat  was  as  great  drops  of 
blood  fisdHng  to  the  ground.^ 

Not  to  mention  some  other  authorities  of  little  conse- 
quence, theee  verses  are  wanting  in  the  Alexandrine  and 
Vatican  manuscripts.  They  are  likewise  not  in  the  Sahidie 
version.  In  ten  manuscripts,  three  of  them  in  uncial  let- 
ters, they  are  marked  as  doubtful. 

They  are  not  quoted  by  Origen,  nor  TertuUian.  The 
fact  is  remarkable,  especially  as  regards  the  latter  writer; 
in  whose  earnest  arguments  against  those  heretics  who  de- 
nied that  Christ  had  a  body  of  fiesh  and  blood,  no  passage  in 
the  Gospels  would  have  seemed  more  to  his  purpose. 

In  the  fourth  century,  Hilary,  bishop  of  Poictiers,  sa3rs : — 
^^  We  ought  not  to  be  ignorant,  that  in  very  many  Ghreek 
and  Latin  manuscripts  {in  Graeis  H  in  LaHnis  codicihus 
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compluri$niU)  nothing  is  to  be  found  concerning  the  coming 
of  the  angel,  or  the  bloody  sweat''  • 

Jerome,  in  writing  against  the  Pelagians,  reproaches  them 
with  believing,  that  men  can  will  what  is  good  without  the 
grace  of  God,  when  even  the  Saviour  was  strengthened  by 
an  angel.  ^^In  tome  copies,"  he  says,  both  Greek  and 
Latin  {in  quHmsdam  exemplaribus  tarn  Chracis  quam  Latv- 
im),  we  find  that  ^^  tlitre  appeared  to  him  an  angel  from 
heaven  strengthening  Aim,"  &c., — to  the  end  of  the  pas- 
sage.f  Jerome  was  not  of  a  temper  to  understate  facts 
from  which  he  was  reasoning ;  and  when  he  says  that  it  was 
found  in  some  copies,  we  may  conclude  that  it  was,  as  Hil- 
ary says,  wanting  in  very  many. 

Epiphanius  likewise  reasons  from  the  passage,  his  pur- 
pose being  to  prove  the  double  nature  of  Christ.  But  he 
says  of  it :  —  ^^  It  is  found  in  Luke's  Gospel,  in  those  copies 
which  have  not  been  subjected  to  a  revision,  (  and  the  holy 
Irenaeus,  in  his  work  against  Heresies,  uses  it  as  an  argu- 
ment to  confute  those  who  denied  the  real  body  of  Christ ;  ^ 
but  orthodox  persons  struck  it  out  through  fear,  not  under- 
standing its  bearing  and  its  great  force."  || 

It  is  evident,  that  Epiphanius  did  not  think  it  safe  to 
assert,  that  it  was  found  in  many  copies  of  his  time.  It 
was  found,  he  says,  in  those  which  had  not  been  revised^ 
that  is,  inspected,  aAer  the  transcriber  had  done  his  work, 
by  some  person  responsible  for  the  correctness  of  the  text, 
a  care  which  was  undoubtedly  taken  of  all  copies  pretend- 


*  De  Trinitate,  Lib.  X.  §  41.    Opp.  col.  1062. 

t  Adveraus  Pelagianos,  Lib.  II.  Opp.  IV.  P.  II.  col.  521. 

§  It  is  referred  to  bj  Iremeus,  Lib.  III.  c.  22.  §  2.  p.  219. 
II  Ancorat.  §  xxxi.  Opp.  II.  36. 
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ifig  to  accuracy.  It  was  found  iu  so  few,  that,  in  order  to 
prove  its  genuineness,  he  appeals  to  its  being  quoted  by 
Irenaeus;  and  not  venturing  to  assert,  as  he  undoubtedly 
would  have  done,  if  he  had  dared,  that  it  had  been  expunged 
by  heretics ;  he  lays  the  charge  upon  ^^  orthodox  persons,^' 
—  a  charge  utterly  improbable. 

After  the  prevalence,  in  the  fifth  century,  of  the  Mo* 
nophysite  heresy,  the  heresy  which  ascribed  but  a  single 
nature  to  Christ,  and  that  the  divine,  the  passage  became  a 
favorite  text  with  the  orthodox,  as  proving  his  double  na- 
ture. It  had,  much  earlier,  been  used  by  Irenseus  against 
those  who  denied  the  real  body  of  Christ  Thus  recom- 
mended to  the  favor  of  the  early  Christians,  and  of  the 
orthodox  of  later  times,  it  readily  made  its  way  into  a  great 
majority  of  our  extant  authorities,  assisted,  doubtless,  by  the 
operation  of  the  principle  which  led  those  who  had  the  care 
of  the  transcription  of  manuscripts  rather  to  admit  what  was 
of  doubtful  credit,  than  to  reject  what  might  be  a  part  of 
Scripture.  We  have  proof  from  writers  of  the  ninth  and 
tenth  centuries  of  its  use  in  the  Monophysite  controversy, 
and  at  the  same  time  of  its  continued  absence  from  many 
copies,  for  they  charge  its  omission  upon  the  Monophysite 
Christians  of  Syria  and  Armenia.* 

The  objections  which  present  themselves  to  the  passage, 
considered  in  its  intrinsic  character,  are  the  following. 
The  agony  of  Christ  is  represented  as  existing  after  the 
angel  had  been  sent  to  strengthen  him.  The  bloody  sweat 
described  is  such  as  we  have  no  authority  for  believing 
was  ever  produced  by  mere  distress  of  mind,  if  it  have 
been  by  any  other  cause.  The  account  appears  at  variance 
with  the  character  of  Christ,  and  especially  with  that  calm- 

*  Vid.  Wetsten.  Nor.  Test,  ad  locum. 
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neae,  ■elf-powcwion,  and  Gmxaem  which  be  mawferted  during 
the  ercnmg  and  night  prerioas  to  hia  apprehenaon,  before 
and  aAer  separating  firom  hia  disciples  on  Mount  Olivet ;  and 
with  which  his  expressions  of  great  sufiering,  recorded  by 
the  other  evangelists,  present  nothing  inconsistent  It  does 
not  appear  how  any  one  could  have  witnessed,  or  become 
acquainted  with,  the  events  related ;  for  Jesus  had  removed  to 
a  distance  firom  his  disciples,  and,  when  he  returned,  found 
them  asleep.  There  is  nothing  improbable  in  the  suppo- 
sition, that,  even  amid  the  horror  of  those  moments,  he 
told  them,  for  their  benefit,  in  a  few  brief  words,  what  had 
been  die  purport  of  his  prayer ;  and  he  might,  indeed,  have 
also  communicated  the  facts  in  question,  supposing  them  to 
have  occurred  But  had  they  really  been  made  known  by 
him,  under  such  circumstances,  they  were  adapted  to  pro- 
duce so  deep  and  lasting  an  impression  upon  the  feelings, 
that  an  Apostle,  as  Matthew,  could  hardly  have  forborne  to 
relate  them.  We  should  expect  to  find  them  menti<»ied  not 
by  one  Evangelist  only,  but  by  all. 

It  may  be  observed  further,  that,  if  this  passage  be 
struck  out,  the  parts  of  the  text  which  it  separates  come 
together,  as  if  the  passage  had  been  interposed  between 
them,  without  any  appearance  of  a  chasm. 

We  may  suppose,  then,  that  it  was  a  passage  first  written 
ia  the  margin  of  some  very  early  manuscript,  and  subse* 
quently,  through  the  mistake  of  transcribers,  taken  into 
the  text  of  other  copies.  The  narrative  perhaps  owes  its 
present  form  to  a  misunderstanding  of  language.  It  having 
been  said  that  Jesus,  in  his  agony,  received  strength  from 
on  high,  and  angels  being  regarded  by  the  Jews  as  die 
ministers  of  God,  it  was  inferred,  we  may  suppose,  ^t 
he  was  strengthened  by  the  mission  of  an  angel  There 
is  likewise  ground  for  believing,  that  '^  to  weep  blood '' 
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was  ancienUy  an  expression  for  weeping  bitterly,  and  thai 
^*  to  sweat  blood''  was  used  to  denote  a  violent  struggle; 
and  the  account  before  us  may  have  arisen  firom  taking 
such  figurative  language  in  too  literal  a  sense. 

If  the  passage  were,  as  I  think,  originally  a  marginal 
addition,  it  must  have  been  made  in  an  early  age,  and  have 
soon  been  taken  into  the  text  of  some  manuscripti ;  for  it 
is  quoted  by  Justin  Martyr  in  the  following  words,  which 
are  remarkable  firom  apparently  involving  a  reference  to 
Luke,  as  one  of  the  companions  of  the  Apostles  :-^^' In 
those  Memoirs  which  I  affirm  to  have  been  composed  by 
Apostles  of  Christ  and  their  companions,  it  is  said  that  sweat 
like  drops  qf  blood  ^flawed  from  him  while  praying,^^  *  A 
little  later,  as  we  have  seen,  it  was  quoted  by  Irensus.  It  is 
said  to  have  been  alleged  by  Hippolytus,  not  long  afterwards, 
in  proof  of  the  human  as  well  as  divine  nature  of  Christ  f 
But  I  find  no  reference  to  its  appearing  in  the  writings  of 
any  other  of  the  Fathers,  before  the  notice  of  it  already 
quoted  from  Hilary,  about  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century. 


VII. 

JOHN,  CHAPTBE  V.  VBBSES  3,  4. 

We  proceed  to  the  Gospel  of  John.  The  first  passage 
to  be  noticed  is  the  account  of  the  descent  of  an  angel  into 
the  Sheep-pool  at  Jerusalem.  I  will  give  the  words  which 
are  probably  spurious  in  their  connection,  putting  them 
within  brackets. 

John  v.  1-8.    "  After  this  there  was  a  festival  of  the 

*  Dial,  cum  Tryph.  p.  361. 

t  Hippoljtos  if  quoted  to  this  effect  by  Theodoret  in  his  EnuuBtes, 
Dial.  II.  0pp.  IV.  p.  89. 
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Jews ;  and  Jesus  went  up  to  Jerusalem.  Now  there  is  at 
Jerusalem,  by  the  Sheep-gate,  a  pool  called  in  Hebrew 
Bethesda,  having  five  porches.  In  these  lay  a  number  of 
diseased  persons,  blind,  lame,  withered,  [waiting  for  the 
moving  of  the  water.  For  an  angel,  at  certain  times, 
descended  into  the  pool  and  troubled  the  water ;  then,  who- 
ever first  entered  it,  after  the  troubling  of  the  water,  was 
cured  of  whatever  disease  afflicted  him.]  And  there  was 
a  man  there  who  had  been  diseased  for  thirty-eight  years. 
This  man  Jesus  saw  lying,  and  knowing  that  his  disease 
had  now  continued  for  a  long  time,  said  to  him.  Wilt  thou 
be  made  well  ?  The  sick  man  answered  him.  Master,  I 
have  no  one  to  put  me  into  the  pool  when  the  water  is 
troubled.  But  while  I  am  going,  some  other  descends  be- 
fore me.  Jesus  says  to  him.  Rise,  take  up  thy  bed  and 
walk." 

The  whole  of  the  doubtful  passage  is  omitted  in  the 
Vatican  manuscript,  in  the  Ephrem,  as  first  written,  in  two 
others  of  less  note,  in  manuscripts  of  the  Coptic  version, 
and  in  some  one  or  more  of  the  Sahidic ;  and  Nonnus,  who, 
about  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  wrote  a  metrical 
paraphrase  of  the  Gospel  of  John,  says  nothing  of  the  de- 
scent of  an  angel,  but  speaks  of  the  water  as  rushing  forth 
in  spontaneous  jets. 

The  fourth  verse,  beginning  For  an  angel^  &c.,  is  omitted 
in  the  Cambridge  manuscript  and  one  other ;  and  is  marked 
as  doubtful  in  more  than  fifteen  others.  It  is  wanting  in  the 
manuscripts  of  the  Armenian  version  generally,  and  in 
several  of  the  old  Latin  versions. 

On  the  other  hand,  this  verse  being  retained,  the  last 
clause  of  the  third,  waiting  for  the  moving  of  the  waters^ 
is  wanting  in  the  Alexandrine  manuscript,  as  first  written, 
the  Codex  Stephani  17,  and  one  other. 


TEXT  OF  THE  GOSPELS.  xcm 

1  find  no  historical  remarks  respecting  the  omission  or 
insertion  of  the  story  of  the  descent  of  an  angel.  It  is 
referred  to  by  TertuUian,*  but  it  is  not  noticed  in  the  ex- 
tant works  of  any  other  Christian  writer  before  Ambrose  and 
Chrysostom  in  the  fourth  century. 

The  pool  spoken  of  in  the  passage  appears  to  have 
been  fed  by  an  intermitting  spring.  The  story  of  the  descent 
of  the  angel  was  founded  on  the  superstition  of  the  Jews, 
who,  in  common  with  the  Heathens,  were  accustomed  to  as- 
cribe any  remarkable  natural  phenomenon  to  supernatural 
agency.  What  the  former  accounted  for  by  the  descent  of 
an  angel,  the  latter  might  have  explained  by  some  mytho- 
logical fable.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  altogether 
preclude  the  supposition,  that,  in  giving  this  solution,  there 
was  any  pretence  that  the  descent  of  the  angel  was  visible. 

In  the  simple  narrative,  which  alone,  I  conceive,  is  to  be 
ascribed  to  St.  John,  something,  as  is  not  uncommon  with 
the  Evangelists,  is  lef^  unexplained,  namely,  what  is  meant 
by  the  moving  of  the  waters,  and  why  it  was  supposed  that 
then  only  they  had  a  sanative  power.  This,  I  presume, 
led  some  early  possessor  or  transcriber  of  a  manuscript  of 
his  Gospel  to  write  the  popular  account  in  its  margin, 
whence  it  was  assumed  into  the  text  of  others.  But  for 
its  omission,  or  the  marks  of  doubt  with  which  it  is  inserted, 
no  satisfactory  reason  can  be  given,  supposing  it  to  have 
been  originally  written  by  St.  John.f 

We  have  reason  to  believe  that  St  John  did  not  adopt 


*  De  BaptiBmo,  c.  5.  p.  226. 

t  In  the  passage  the  following  words  occur,  not  elsewhere  used  bj 
John  :  —  U)i;^«^a«,  W*ri,  xetrix",  and  wrw^,— beside  mfwtf  and 
Mmrm  jtci^^y,  the  use  of  which  in  this  passage  alone  may  be  accounted 
ibr  by  the  nature  of  its  subject. 
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the  error  of  his  countrymen  respecting  the  agency  of  an 
angel  in  the  case  in  question,  because  he  appears  to  have 
been  free  from  another  much  more  general.  He  ascribes 
no  diseases  to  demoniacal  possession. 


vin. 

JOHN,  VII.   53.  —VIII.    11. 

The  narrative  of  the  woman  taken  in  adultery  is  omitted 
in  so  many  copies,  and  marked  as  doubtful  or  spurious  in 
so  many  others,  that,  reasoning  on  the  principles  that  have 
been  laid  down,  we  may  conclude  with  confidence  that  it 
was  not  written  by  St  John.  But  I  perceive  no  ground  for 
questioning  the  truth  of  the  account ;  it  is  related  in  a  strik- 
ing and  natural  maimer,  and  bears  an  intrinsic  character 
of  probability. 

There  are,  in  different  copies  of  this  narrative,  great 
variations  of  language,  expressive  of  the  same  essential 
meaning.  This  may  be  accounted  for  in  several  ways. 
We  may  suppose  that  the  story  was  first  written  in  some 
other  language  than  the  Greek,  and  translated  into  this  by 
two  different  hands ;  or  that,  being  first  written  in  Greek, 
and  then  translated  into  Latin,  it  is  found  m  some  copies, 
as  the  Cambridge  manuscript  for  example,  retranslated 
from  the  Latin  into  the  Greek;  or,  what  is,  perhaps,  as 
probable  a  solution  as  any,  that  it  was  written  down  in 
Greek  by  two  different  individuals,  from  the  oral  narration 
of  St.  John,  and  afterwards  appended  to  his  Grospel,  in 
which  it  had  not  been  inserted  by  himself.  The  passage 
may  be  thus  rendered  according  to  what  are,  perhaps,  the 
most  probable  readings. 

^^  And  every  one  went  to  his  bouse ;  and  Jesus  went  to 
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the  Mount  of  Olived.  But  in  the  morning  he  wad  again  in 
the  temple,  and  all  the  people  came  to  him ;  and  having  sat 
down,  he  was  instructing  them,  when  the  Teachers  of  the 
Law  and  the  Pharisees  brought  a  woman  taken  in  adultery, 
and  placing  her  in  the  midst,  said  to  him,  Teacher,  this 
woman  was  taken  in  the  very  act  of  adultery ;  and  in  the 
Law,  Moses  commands  us  that  such  should  be  stoned  to 
death ;  what  now  do9t  thou  say  ?  This  they  asked  with 
a  design  to  ensnare  him,  that  they  might  have  an  accusation 
against  him.  Then  Jesus,  bending  down,  wrote  with  his 
finger  upon  the  ground.  But,  as  they  persisted  in  question- 
ing him,  he  raised  his  head  and  said  to  them,  Let  him 
among  you  who  is  without  sin  cast  the  first  stone  at  her. 
And  bending  down  again,  he  wrote  upon  the  ground.  And 
hearing  this,  they  went  out  one  by  one,  beginning  with  the 
oldest,  and  Jesus  was  lef^  alone  with  the  woman  standing 
in  the  midst.  Then  Jesus,  raising  his  head,  said  to  her. 
Woman,  where  are  they  ?  Did  no  one  sentence  thee  ?  She 
said.  No  one.  Master.  Then  Jesus  said  to  her.  Neither  do 
I  sentence  thee  ;  go  and  sin  no  more." 


K. 

JOHN,  CHAPTER  XZI.   VEBSES  24,  25. 

It  may  seem  that  the  words  with  which  John's  Grospel 
now  concludes  could  hardly  have  been  written  by  the 
Apostle.     He,  I  conceive,  ended  his  Gospel  thus  :  — 

^^This  is  the  disciple  who  testifies  concerning  these 
things,  and  has  written  them." 

The  addition  follows  :  — 

["And  we  know  that  his  testimony  is  true.  And  there 
are  many  other  things  that  Jesus  did,  which,  if  they  were 
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severally  written,  1  do  not  think  that  the  world  itself  would 
contain  the  books  written/^] 

It  is  hardly  to  be  supposed,  that  the  Apostle  would  say  of 
himself, — ^^  We  know  that  his  testimony  is  true,"  subjoining 
immediately  after,  ^^  I  do  not  think."  This  is  not  the  style 
of  any  writer  in  speaking  of  himself.-  The  extravagant  hy- 
perbole in  the  second  sentence,  also,  is  foreign  from  the 
style  of  St.  John.  The  passage  appears  to  be  an  editorial 
note,  which,  written,  probably,  at  first  a  little  separate  from 
the  text,  became  incorporated  with  it  at  a  very  early  period. 

According  to  ancient  accounts,  St.  John  wrote  his  Gospel 
at  Ephesus,  over  the  church  in  which  city  he  presided 
during  the  latter  part  of  his  long  life.  It  is  not  improbable 
that,  before  his  death,  its  circulation  had  been  confined  to 
the  members  of  that  church.  Thence  copies  of  it  would 
be  afterwards  obtained;  and  the  copy  provided  for  tran- 
scription was,  we  may  suppose,  accompanied  by  the  strong 
attestation  which  we  now  find,  given  by  the  church,  or  the 
elders  of  the  church,  to  their  full  faith  in  the  accounts  which 
it  contained,  and  by  the  concluding  remark  made  by  the 
writer  of  this  attestation  in  hb  own  person. 

There  is  no  external  authority,  properly  speaking,  for 
rejecting  this  passage.  In  one  manuscript,  the  last  verse  is 
omitted ;  and  in  several  others,  it  is  said  to  have  been 
thought  by  some  to  be  an  addition.  The  character  of  the 
language,  however,  is  difierent  from  that  of  John.* 


*  The  use  of  trc  {whatever),  as  equivalent  simply  to  the  relative  i 
{which,  that),  is  not  common,  and  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  John. 
It  was  accordingly  changed  to  «  by  Origen,  Chrysostom,  and  Cyril ; 
and  m  is  substituted  for  it  in  the  Vatican  and  other  manuscripts.  It 
is  such  a  use  of  Uh  as  a  native  Greek  might  fall  into  from  meeting 
with  its  frequent  occurrence  in  the  New  Testament,  without  appre- 
ciating its  exact  force.    Km^  tv  is  nowhere  else  found  in  what  was 
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I  HAVE  thus  gone  through  with  all  the  passages  of  length 
or  importance,  in  the  Received  Text  of  the  Gospels,  the 
genuineness  of  which  appears  to  me  improbable.  It  is 
obvious,  that,  should  we  adopt  all  the  conclusions  proposed, 
nothing  would  be  detracted  from  the  value  of  the  Gospels. 
On  the  contrary,  we  should,  I  think,  only  remove  from 
their  text  some  blemishes  and  discordances  by  which  it 
has  been  corrupted. 


probably  written  by  the  Apostle.  (It  occurs  once  in  the  Apocalypse ; 
and  iif  jmS^  flf  is  a  various  reading  in  the  interpolated  passage  in  the 
eighth  chapter  of  his  Gospel.)  It  is  here  used  illogically,  its  proper 
meaning  being  one  by  (me,  severally  ;  whereas  the  meaning  intended 
b  all,  QTif/uu  (in  this  form)  occurs  nowhere  else  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment or  Septuagint ;  nor  is  any  form  of  •Ufuu  elsewhere  used  by 
John. 


NOTE  B. 

(See  p,  70.) 

VARIOUS  READINGS  OP  COPIES  OF  THE  GOSPELS  EXTANT 
IN  THE  TIME  OF  ORIGEN,  WHICH  ARC  PARTICULARLY 
NOTICED  BY  HIM. 


The  fbUowing  is  a  collection  of  all  the  instances,  so  fiur 
as  I  have  been  able  to  ascertain  them,  in  which  Origen,  in 
his  extant  works,  has  remarked  upon  difierent  readings  in 
the  copies  of  the  Grospels  that  he  consulted.^  If  it  be  not 
complete,  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  make  it,  it  at  least 
gives  a  fair  view  of  the  state  of  the  case. 

I.  Matth.  viii.  28.  Instead  of  I^gaatjvwp^  which,  it  ap- 
pears, was  the  more  common  reading  in  his  time,  Origen 
says  that  a  few  manuscripts  read  Ihda^wv^  and  he  himself 
prefers  I^gytaaUiv  or  rBgywfjvir  (it  is  uncertain  which) 
without  expressly  saying  that  he  had  found  it  in  any  copy. 
0pp.  IV.  140,  141,  179.  Much  diversity  of  reading  exists 
in  our  present  copies. 

n.  Matth.  xvi.  20.  Origen  observes,  that  Mark  and 
Luke,  in  giving  the  same  account  with  Matthew,  use  the 
words  innlfitiasp  and  InLtiiniaagj  but  that  Matthew,  accord- 
ing to  some  copies,  wrote  diBOTBilcno.  In  other  copies,  he 
observes  that  the  word  inetlfjirjaBy  is  found.  0pp.  III.  532. 
The  same  diversity  exists  in  our  present  MSS. 

*  I  have  used,  as  my  principal  guides,  the  synopsis  of  Origen*s 
readings  at  the  end  of  the  second  volume  of  Griesbach's  **  Symbols 
CritictB,'*  and  Wetstein's  New  Testament. 
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m.  Matth.  xviii.  1.  Some  copies,  he  says,  have  cS^^,  and 
some  ^/i<^.    0pp.  in.  588.   The  same  diversity  still  exists. 

lY.  Matth.  xxi.  5.  Instead  of  n£Xop  vlor  vnoivylov^  he 
appears  to  have  found,  in  some  copies,  nulop  int^vylov. 
0pp.  m.  738.    This  reading  is  extant  in  two  MSS. 

V.  Matth.  xxi.  9,  15.  In  one  or  the  other  verse,  it  ap- 
pears that  Origen,  in  the  copy  orcopies  hefore  him,  found 
ofx(^  instead  of  t;^^.  He  himself  quotes  hoth  verses  with 
the  reading  vl^.  0pp.  II.  583.  No  other  trace  of  the 
reading  otxi^  now  remains. 

VI.  Matth.  xxvii.  17.  It  appears  that  ^fifjaovg  was  given 
as  another  name  of  Barabbas,  in  some  ancient  copies, — 
%aovv  Bagappav.  Origen,  according  to  his  Latin  translator, 
says :  —  ^^  In  many  copies  the  name  of  Jesus  is  not  found  as 
that  of  Barabbas ;  and  perhaps  this  is  right ;  so  that  the 
name  of  Jesus  may  not  be  given  to  any  wicked  person.'* 
0pp.  III.  918,  vid.  et  p.  853.  The  name  Vijaow,  before 
BaQaPfiop^  both  in  the  16th  and  17th  verses,  is  now  found  in 
four  MSS.  and  two  versions,  and  mentioned  in  the  scholia 
of  about  twenty  MSS.  as  a  reading  of  ancient  copies. 

VII.  Mark.  Origen  sa3rs: — "Let  it  be  supposed  that 
jiiflrig^  the  tax-gatherer,  was  a  follower  of  Christ ;  yet  he 
was  not  of  the  number  of  the  Apostles,  except  according  to 
some  copies  of  Mark's  Gospel.''  Opp.  I.  376.  This  pas- 
sage of  Origen  is  not  illustrated  by  the  context,  nor  by  any 
other  part  of  his  writings.  It  may  perhaps  be  thus  ex- 
plained. 

There  seems  to  be  no  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  name 
-^»/Jf}ff  in  Origen  answers  to  the  name  ui«i/fe,  Levis j  or,  as  it 
is  commonly  rendered,  Leoi^  which  Mark  and  Luke  give 
as  the  name  of  Matthew  in  their  accounts  of  his  being 
called  to  be  an  Apostle.    Now  Mark  (ii.  14)  designates 
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Levi,  that  is  Matthew,  as  ^^  the  son  of  Alpheus.^'  But  in 
Ch.  iii.  y.  18,  in  his  list  of  the  Apostles,  he  mentions  James, 
"  the  son  of  Alpheus  "  (another  Alpheus).  It  may,  then, 
he  conjectured,  that  some  transcriber,  recollecting  that  Levi 
had  just  before  been  called  the  son  of  Alpheus,  thought 
^^  James  ^'  in  this  place  an  error,  and  substituted  ^^  Levi  "  in 
its  stead.  According  to  this  reading,  another  tax-gatherer, 
Levi  (^«VK,  Mfinq)^  the  son  of  Alpheus,  was  represented  as 
an  Apostle,  as  well  as  Matthew,  who  is  before  mentioned 
in  the  list  This  false  reading  may  be  supposed  to  have 
made  its  way  into  a  few  manuscripts  in  the  time  of  Origen, 
though  it  has  now  disappeared  from  all. 

From  the  circumstance,  that  Mark  and  Luke  give  Mat- 
thew the  name  of  Levi  in  their  account  of  his  call  to  be 
an  Apostle,  some  modem  critics,  and  among  them  Grotius, 
have  supposed  Levi  and  Matthew  to  be  different  persons ; 
and  there  appear  to  have  been  some  who  held  the  same 
opinion  in  ancient  times.* 

Vm.  Luke  i.  46.  Origen  says,  according  to  his  Latin 
translator,  that  the  words  of  this  and  the  following  verses 
were  ascribed  in  some  copies  to  Elizabeth;  whether  by 
reading  ilm  tjj  Magiifi^  as  Wetstein  supposes,  or  by  sub- 
stituting the  name  ^EXiaafin  for  Magiafi^  as  Griesbach  thinks, 
is  uncertain.  0pp.  III.  940.  The  reading  "  Elizabet "  is 
found  in  three  Latin  MSS. ;  yet  the  supposition  of  Wetstein 
may  appear  most  probable. 

IX.  Luke  ix.  48.  Origen  repeatedly  quotes  the  last  words 
thus,  ovTOQ  Boti,  niyag^  but  observes  in  one  place,  that 
ioxtti  was  the  reading  of  some  copies.  0pp.  ID.  597. 
Our  present  authorities  are  divided. 

*  See  Clement.  Al.    0pp.  596. 
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X.  Luke  xiv.  19.  Origen  says,  that,  instead  of  igon^ 
ae,  that  is,  instead  of  the  clause  beginning  with  tliose  words, 
there  was  found  in  some  copies  xal  dia  xavto  ov  dvvafiat 
iX&eit,  0pp.  III.  981.  For  ^^cotoi  ae,  txB  (jib  naguTtifidpov^ 
the  Cambridge  MS.  reads  dio  ov  dvvafiai  iX^tir^  —  and  so 
likewise  some  of  the  old  Latin  versions. 

XI.  Luke  xxiii.  45.  Origen,  according  to  his  Latin  trans- 
lator, states,  that,  in  most  copies,  were  found  the  words 
iaxotia&rj  o  fjUog^  but  in  some  tov  ^Xlov  ixUlnortog.  The 
latter  words,  if  we  may  trust  his  translator,  he  thought, 
while  writing  the  passage  just  quoted,  to  be  an  intentional 
corruption  of  some  ill-disposed  persons.  They  are,  how- 
ever, elsewhere  regarded  by  him  as  those  of  Luke.  0pp. 
m.  923.  comp.  n.  414,  415,  vid.  et  III.  56.  Our  present 
authorities  are  divided. 

Xn.  John  i.  3,  4.  "  Some  copies,"  says  Origen,  "  read, 
and  perhaps  correctly,  S  yiyovw  ip  avr^  fwij  ianv*^^  0pp. 
lY.  72.  This  reading  is  supported  by  other  extant  authori- 
ties. 

Xni.  John  i.  28.  '^I  am  not  ignorant,"  says  Origen, 
^  that  in  almost  all  the  copies  we  find  the  name  Bri^avUf^ 
and  this  seems  to  have  been  the  case  formerly.  But  I  am 
persuaded,  that  we  ought  to  read,  not  Bri^awUf^  but  Bfi^afia- 
g^y  0pp.  IV.  140.  The  latter  is  the  reading  of  the  Re- 
ceived Text,  which  Griesbach  has  removed,  and  substituted 
the  former. 

Such  are  the  various  readings  particularly  remarked  upon 
by  Origen ;  and  the  conclusion  is  irresistible,  that  the  man- 
uscripts of  the  Gospels,  extant  in  his  day,  did  not,  to  say 
the  least,  differ  more  from  each  other  than  those  which  we 
now  possess. 


NOTE  C. 

(  See  p.  79.  ) 

UNDISPUTED  INTERPOLATIONS  IN  MANUSCRIPTS  OF  THE 
GOSPELS. 


With  the  exceptions  mendoned  in  the  body  of  the  work, 
the  following  are  the  only  undisputed  interpolations,  of  any 
considerable  length,  which  have  been  found  in  any  manu- 
script of  the  Greek  text  of  the  Gospels. 

I.  AAer  Matthew  xx.  28,  the  following  passage  is  found 
in  the  Cambridge  manuscript. 
*Tfu7g  di  C^TUTC  iM  fUKQOv  ai^aai,  nai  hn  fuiCoPog  Sloiror 

vtad'Oi  tig  toitg  i^x^*^^  tonovg,  fjti^nott  Mo^ngog  aov  iniXd^^ 
xal  ngoonk^w  6  dHnpoxliitmg  tikp  <rof,''jBt»  xatm  x^gn''^  mu 
xateuaxvr&iiati,  *Eip  di  oponiapg  tig  tor  ^troyet  tonor^  neti 
iniX&fj  aov  fjimr,  ig$%  cot  0  dnTOfOidiijmg,  SirayB  ht  Sam '  mm 
bojou  aot  tovTo  xgv^^H^* 

^  But  do  you  strive  to  increase  from  what  is  little,  and  to 
become  less  from  what  is  greater.  And  when  you  enter, 
having  been  invited  to  a  supper,  do  not  lie  down  in  the  places 
of  distinction,  lest  a  more  honorable  person  than  thou  come 
in,  and  the  master  of  the  feast  come  and  say  to  thee,  Go  down 
lowet ;  and  thou  shalt  be  put  to  shame.  But  shouldst  thou 
lie  down  in  an  inferior  place,  and  one  inferior  to  thee  come 
in,  the  master  of  the  feast  will  say  to  thee.  Go  up  y^  high- 
er ;  and  this  will  be  profitable  to  thee.^^ 
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It  is  remarkable,  considering  that  this  passage  is  derived 
from  one  actually  found  in  Luke,*  how  many  discrepances 
exist,  within  so  short  a  compass,  between  its  language  and 
that  of  the  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew,  of  the  other  Gospels, 
and  of  the  New  Testament  generally.  This  difference 
extends  through  the  whole  passage.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  Evangelists  resembling  the  obscure  antithesis  so  singu- 
larly expressed,  with  which  it  commences ;  nor  is  the  awk- 
ward and  illogical  arrangement  of  the  words  «ia«f/o/u«yo» 
di  nal  na^axlij&irrBg  duTirrjaat  consistent  with  their  general 
style.  Matthew's  translator  does  not  use  the  infinitive  for 
the  imperative,  as  is  here  done  in  the  word  apaxXtlvsa&ai> 

The  following  words  and  expressions  occur  nowhere  in 
the  New  Testament  1.  naQanalua^ai  dBinvfjaai,  2.  nagti* 
ualua^ou  as  used  of  an  invitation  to  a  feast  S.  i^ixtap- 
4.  dHTtvoxX^mff.  5.  ndtmx^gim.  6.  ^titnftonog.  7.  avpmym 
in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  here  used.  And  besides  these,  the 
following  are  never  used  in  Matthew's  Gospel.  8.  ilartup, 
9.  duTtpim.  10.  iydo^of.  11.  intQxofiai,  12.  nvtoucxvrm. 
13.   iJTtmp,     14.  oi'fti.     15.  jt^i}a</co(. 

In  regard  to  the  last  word,  it  may  be  observed,  that  the 
use  of  the  epithet  ^^  profitable,''  applied,  as  it  is  here,  to  a 
course  of  conduct  by  way  of  recommending  it,  is  very  for- 
eign from  the  manner  of  Jesus. 

II.  In  the  Codex  Stephani  ^,  it  is  said  that  instead  of  the 
last  twelve  verses  of  Mark's  Grospel,  the  genuineness  of 
which  we  have  before  examined,  the  following  conclusion 
was  found  in  some  manuscripts,  t 

JIarta  8i  la  na^ffi/ysXfUra  xoif  ntqi  top  nhgw  avnofimf 
i^yysdar.     Mna  da  tctvta,  nal  aiiog  6  'lijaovg  aTto  awtnoliig 

*  Ch.  xiv.  w.  7-11.  t  See  beftre,  p.  ixziv. 
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xal  SxQi  dwfimg  ^aniaruXt  81,^  avrw  to  U^  *a$  atpd^aqtw 
Kii^v/fia  tijg  ai»plov  antriqlag. 

"  And  without  delay,  they  made .  known  to  Peter  and  his 
companions  all  which  had  been  commanded.  And  after  this, 
Jesus  himself  sent  forth  through  them  the  holy  and  incor- 
ruptible preaching  of  the  eternal  salvation  from  the  rising  to 
the  setting  of  the  sun." 

The  difference  between  the  use  of  language  in  this  pas- 
sage and  that  of  Mark  and  the  other  Evangelists  is  so  ob- 
vious, even  in  a  translation,  that  no  particular  comments 
upon  it  are  necessary. 

III.  The  Cambridge  manuscript,  and  two  others,  at  Luke 
vi.  5,  have  the  following  passage. 

7^  avtji  ^fiiqtf  &iaadfitv6g  tiwa  iqyaiofiwofp  tf  aafifiaxtff 
tlnw  ait^  '  "Av&qmnt,  ei  fiev  oldag  tl  noulg,  fuataQiog  c7  *  si  de 
(Atj  oldag,  dniMatdgaJog  xal  naqa^atrig  JL  %cv  vofwv, 

^^  The  same  day  beholding  one  working  on  the  Sabbath, 
he  said  to  him,  Man,  if  thou  knowest  what  thou  art  doing, 
thou  art  blessed ;  but  if  thou  dost  not  know,  thou  art  ac- 
cursed, and  art  a  transgressor  of  the  Law." 

Accordmg  to  Luke's  practice,  the  first  words  would 
not  be  tjj  airtjj  f^^iqtft  but  h  avtfi  t^  Vf*^99*  ^^^  ^-  ^^* 
xxiii.  12.  xxiv.  13.  The  other  form  of  words  is  nowhere 
used  by  him,  or  either  of  the  other  Evangelists.  £i  (liv, 
without  the  addition  of  ovv  or  ydq,  does  not  occur  in  his 
writings;  nor  the  word  imnaraQaTog,  nor  naQafiatfig;  nor 
the  combination  et  ds  fAi^  without  the  addition  of  /e.  For  $1 
di  nfi  oldag  he  would  probably  have  written,  according  to  his 
custom,  ti  di  (iriyt,  simply ;  as  in  v.  36,  37.  x.  6.  xiiL  9. 
xiv.  32. 

But,  above  all,  the  dissonance  between  the  words  ascribed 
to  Jesus  and  the  general  tone  of  his  instructions  must 
strike  every  one. 
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The  diversity  between  the  characteristics  of  these  inter- 
polations and  the  characteristics  of  the  Grospels  is  sufficient  to 
show  how  different  would  have  been  the  aspect  of  the  Gospels 
from  what  it  now  is,  had  not  each  been  the  work  of  a  single 
writer.  Any  other  supposition  is  inconsistent  with  the  pe- 
culiar and  uniform  character  which  belongs  to  them,  regard- 
ed both  as  a  class  of  books  and  individually ;  and  this  dis- 
tinct character  is  strikingly  illustrated  by  such  a  comparison 
as  we  have  made  between  it  and  that  of  these  few  undisputed 
interpolations  which  have  found  their  way  into  some  man- 
uscripts. The  results  of  the  comparison  are  the  more 
remarkable,  considering  that  such  a  difference  is  evident, 
notwithstanding  the  passages  are  so  brief. 


NOTE  D. 
(See  pp.  98,  170,  and  179.) 

ON  THE  ORIGIN  OF  THE  CORRESPONDENCES  AMONG  THE 
FIRST  THREE  GOSPELS. 


Section  I. 
Preliminary  Statement. 

The  remarkable  agreement  among  the  first  three  Gos- 
pels has  given  occasion  to  many  attempts  to  explain  its 
origin.  But,  generally,  in  the  hypotheses  that  have  been 
framed,  it  has  not  been  sufficiently  kept  in  mind,  that  its  oc- 
currence with  so  much  that  is  dissimilar  is  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal phenomena  to  be  accounted  for ;  and  that,  though  our 
ultimate  purpose  be  to  solve  the  problem  of  the  correspon- 
dences among  those  Grospels,  it  must  embrace  likewise  a 
solution  of  their  differences.  Together  with  this,  the  ap- 
pearances to  be  explained  are  as  follows. 

Many  portions  of  the  history  of  Jesus  are  found  in  com- 
mon in  the  first  three  Grospels  ;  others  are  common  to  two 
of  their  number,  but  not  found  in  the  third.  In  the  passa- 
ges referred  to,  there  is  generally  a  similarity,  sometimes  a 
very  great  similarity,  in  the  selection  of  particular  circum- 
stances, in  the  aspect  under  which  the  event  is  viewed,  and 
the  style  in  which  it  is  related.  Sometimes,  the  language 
found  in  different  Gospels,  though  not  identical,  is  equiva- 
lent, or  nearly  equivalent ;  and,  not  unfrequently,  the  same 
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series  of  words,  with  or  without  slight  variations,  occurs 
throughout  the  whole  or  a  great  part  of  a  sentence,  and 
even  in  larger  portions. 

The  occurrence  of  passages  verbally  the  same,  or  strik- 
ingly coincident  in  the  use  of  many  of  the  same  words, 
which  appearances  I  shall  denote  by  the  term  verbal  coin- 
cidence^ or  verhd  agreement^  particulariy  demands  attention. 
In  maintaining  the  hypothesis,  that  the  Evangelists  copied 
from  common  documents,  much  stress  has  been  laid  upon 
it ;  but  its  importance,  as  a  ground  of  ailment  for  that 
hypothesis,  disappears,  when  the  subject  is  more  thoroughly 
examined,  and  viewed  in  a  proper  light.  By  far  the  larger 
portion  of  this  verbal  agreement  is  found  in  the  recital  of 
the  words  of  others,  and  particularly  of  the  words  of  Jesus. 
Thus,  in  Matthew^s  Grospel,  the  passages  verbally  coincident 
with  one  or  both  of  the  other  two  Gospels  amount  to  less 
than  a  sixth  part  of  its  contents ;  and  of  this,  about  seven 
eighths  occur  in  the  recital  of  the  words  of  others,  and^  only 
about  one  eighth  in  what,  by  way  of  distinction,  I  may  call 
mere  narrative,  in  which  the  Evangelist,  speaking  in  his 
own  person,  was  unrestrained  in  the  choice  of  his  expres- 
sions. In  Mark,  the  proportion  of  coincident  passages  to 
the  whole  contents  of  the  Gospel  is  about  one  sixth,  of 
which  not  one  fiflh  occurs  in  the  narrative.  Luke  has  still 
less  agreement  of  expression  with  the  other  Evangelists. 
The  passages  in  which  it  is  found  amount  only  to  about 
a  tenth  part  of  his  Gospel ;  and  but  an  inconsiderable 
portion  of  it  appears  in  the  narrative ;  in  which  there  are 
very  few  instances  of  its  existence  for  more  than  half  a 
dozen  words  together.^  In  the  narrative,  it  may  be  com- 
puted as  less  than  a  twentieth  part 

*  The  mott  renunrkible  example  it  Luke  ix.  16,  where  Luke  coin- 
cidea  with  both  Matthew  and  Mark,  through  more  than  half  a  verae. 

N 
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These  definite  proportions  are  important,  as  showing  dis- 
tinctly in  how  small  a  part  of  each  Gospel  there  is  any 
verbal  coincidence  with  either  of  the  other  two  ;  and  to  how 
great  a  degree  such  coincidence  is  confined  to  passages  in 
which  the  Evangelists  professedly  give  the  words  of  others, 
particularly  of  Jesus. 

The  proportions  should,  however,  be  further  compared 
with  those  which  the  narrative  part  of  each  Gospel  bears  to 
that  in  which  the  words  of  others  are  professedly  repeated. 
Matthew's  narrative  occupies  about  one  fourth  of  his  Gos- 
pel ;  Mark's  about  one  half,  and  Luke's  about  one  third. 
It  may  easily  be  computed,  therefore,  that  the  proportion 
of  verbal  coincidence  found  in  the  narrative  part  of  each 
Gospel,  compared  with  what  exists  in  the  other  part,  is 
about  in  the  following  ratios  ;  in  Matthew  as  one  to  some- 
what more  than  two,  in  Mark  as  one  to  four,  and  in  Luke 
as  one  to  ten. 

As  a  preliminary,  then,  toward  accounting  for  the  agree- 
ment of  language  in  the  first  three  Gospels,  we  must  divide 
each  of  them  into  two  portions ;  the  one  consisting  of  that 
part  in  which  the  Evangelist  speaks  in  his  own  person,  and 
the  other  of  words  professedly  not  his  own.  Having  done 
this,  it  appears  from  the  statements  before  made,  that  the 
same  cause  could  not  have  operated  alone,  in  both  these 
different  portions,  to  produce  coincidence  of  language.  We 
cannot  explain  this  phenomenon  by  the  supposition,  that 
the  Gospels  were  transcribed  either  one  from  another,  or 
all  from  common  documents;  for,  if  such  transcription 
had  been  the  cause,  it  would  not  have  produced  results  so 
unequal  in  the  different  portions  into  which  the  Gospels 
naturally  divide  themselves. 

But  in  regard  to  the  words  of  Jesus,  other  causes  were 
in  operation,  that  may  account  for  the  verbal  coincidences 
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among  the  Evangelists,  in  their  reports  of  what  he  said. 
There  was,  in  this  case,  an  invariable  archet3rpe,  to  which 
each  writer  would  endeavour  to  conform  himself.  Events 
may  be  correctly  related  in  many  forms  of  language  differ- 
ent from  each  other.  Words  can  be  repeated  with  accuracy 
only  in  one  form.  But  each  of  the  first  three  Evangelists 
intended  to  give  the  words  of  his  Master  as  they  were  utter- 
ed by  him.  Nor  is  it  to  be  supposed,  that  the  Evangelist, 
while  writing,  merely  recollected  those  words  as  having 
been  formerly  uttered  by  Jesus,  and  repeated  them  for  the 
first  time.  He  had  oflen,  without  doubt,  quoted  them  in 
his  oral  discourses,  and  heard  them  quoted  by  his  fellow- 
preachers  of  Christianity.  From  the  nature  of  the  case, 
they  must,  many  of  them,  have  become  formularies  in 
which  the  doctrines  and  precepts  of  our  religion  were  ex- 
pressed. The  agreement  of  the  first  three  Evangelists,  in 
their  reports  of  the  words  of  Qhrist,  is  no  greater  than 
these  considerations  would  lead  us  to  anticipate.  There  is 
no  ground  for  any  other  hypothesis  concerning  it. 

Some  of  the  same  considerations  will  explain  also  the 
agreement  of  the  Evangelists,  so  far  as  it  exists,  in  their 
reports  of  the  words  spoken  by  others  beside  their  Master, 
particularly  such  as  were  connected  with  his  own,  as  lead- 
ing to  some  reply  or  remark  fVom  him. 

There  is  another  case  in  which  the  first  three  Evangelists 
repeat  the  words  of  others.  It  is  in  their  quotations  from 
the  Old  Testament  These  are  commonly  derived  from  the 
Septuagint  version,  without  direct  reference  to  the  Hebrew 
text.  Those  which  they  have  in  common  all  appear  to 
have  been  taken  from  that  version ;  whether  they  are  found 
in  our  Greek  translation  of  St  Matthew^s  Gospel,  or  in  the 
Greek  orig'mals  of  Mark  and  Luke.  Now,  as  far  as  the 
EvangelistB  verbally  agree  at  once  with  the  Septuagint  and 
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each  other,  or  as  far  a«  they  verbally  di&r  from  each 
other  in  their  quotations,  no  explanation  is  required  as 
regards  our  present  purpose.  Neither  circumstance  can 
prove  a  connection  among  them  of  any  kind  But  there  are 
several  instances  in  which  either  two  or  all  three  of  the 
Evangelists  agree  with  each  other,  and  at  the  same  time 
difier  from  our  present  copies  of  the  Septuagint  In  regard 
to  this  fact  it  is  to  be  observed,  thai  the  text  of  the  Septua- 
gint has,  from  various  causes,  undergone  very  considemble 
changes,  and  we  cannot  conclude  that,  because  a  reading 
is  not  found  in  any  of  our  present  copies,  it  was  not  extant 
in  copies  in  the  time  of  the  Evangelists.*  If  there  be 
cases,  as  I  believe  there  are,  in  which  two  or  all  of  the 
Evangelists  agree  in  a  reading,  not  only  varying  from  the 
text  of  our  present  copies,  but  from  that  of  the  copies  com- 
monly used  by  them,  these  cases  may  be  explained  by  the 
supposition,  that  the  passage,  having  been  frequently  used 
in  the  oral  discourses  of  the  A^K^stles  and  their  companions. 


*  This  remark  may  be  illustrated  by  the  different  readings  of  two 
of  oar  present  copies  in  a  passage  (Zeohariali  ziii.  7),  which  Mat- 
thew (zxvi.  31)  and  Bfark  (zr?.  27)  agree  verbally  in  qaoting,  except 
that  two  words  are  added  by  Matthew.  As  given  by  them,  it  is 
as  follows:  —  TlMrm^  riw  ittifnivm,  nmi  im^tt^irtfPnftrmt  rk  w^ifimrm 
(Matthew  adds,  r«f  WBtf^tng).  The  reading  of  this  passage  in  the 
Vatican  text  of  the  Septuagint  is, —  Il4ir«{«n  rm  ittftitms,  nmi 
Xn^irAfmrt  rk  w^^rm.  Here  seems  a  great  variation  in  the  Erange- 
lists ;  but  the  Alexandrine  text  of  the  Septuagint  has  these  words :  — 

Such  di&rences  of  reading  existing  in  our  proient  copies  of  the 
Septuagint,  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  copies  extant  in  the  age  of 
the  Evangelists  had  still  different  readings,  to  which  the  quotations 
in  the  Gospeb  may  have  been  conformed  in  some  of  the  examples  of 
▼eibal  coincidence  with  each  other  in  which  they  difler  from  all 
oditisg  DMBiifeffipti  of  the  Septnagiiit. 


CORRESPONDENCES  OF  THE  GOSPELS.       cxi 

had  undergone  a  change  of  ita  original  form.  This  change 
may  have  been  accidental,  as  verbal  accuracy  was  oAen 
neglected  in  such  quotations ;  or  it  may  have  been  made 
intentionally,  as  there  sometimes  appear  to  be  reasons  for  it 
In  either  case,  it  would  be  the  form  of  words  with  which 
the  Evangelists  were  most  familiar. 

The  preceding  remarks  respecting  the  recital  of  the  lan- 
guage of  odiers  by  the  first  three  Evangelists  will  hereafter 
receive  forther  illustration.  I  make  them  in  this  place,  that 
they  may  be  kept  in  view  during  our  examination  of  those 
hypotheses,  according  to  which  the  verbal  coincidences  and 
other  correspondences  among  the  first  three  Evangelists  are 
the  result  of  their  having  copied,  either  one  from  another, 
or  all  from  common  documents.  No  argument  for  either 
supposition  can,  I  think,  be  founded  upon  their  agreement 
in  their  reports  or  citations  of  the  words  of  others.  In  this 
portion  of  their  Gospels,  the  amount  of  verbal  coincidence 
is  not  greater  than  what  the  causes  suggested  might  lead  us 
to  expect 

These  is  another  consideration  to  be  attended  to,  respect- 
ing the  verbal  correspondence  of  the  first  three  Grospels. 
Whether  we  take  the  term  in  a  stricter  or  looser  sense,  as 
denoting  either  sameness,  or  great  resemblance,  or  equiva- 
lence of  language,  this  correspondence  does  not  lie  together 
in  masses.  With  rare  exceptions,  it  does  not  extend  un- 
broken through  passages  of  any  considerable  length.  It 
IB  in  fragments,  scattered  here  and  there,  and  interrupted 
by  a  dissimilitude  of  ideas  and  language,  running  through 
far  the  greater  part  of  each  Gospel.  As  an  example  of 
this  intermixture  in  a  particular  passage,  we  may  take  the 
account  of  the  cure  of  the  paraljrtic  at  Capernaum.  As 
the  verbal  correspondence  of  the  Evangelists  may  be  made 
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as  apparent  in  our  own  language  as  in  the  original,  I  shall 
in  this,  and  in  other  similar  cases,  give  the  passages  quoted 
in  a  translation.  The  diversity  of  expression  cannot  al- 
wa3rs  be  equally  well  represented ;  but  this  is  unimportant 
as  regards  our  purpose. 


Matthew  ix.  1-8. 

And  going  on  board 
the  boat,  he  paaaed 
over  and  came  to  his 
own  city. 


And  lo !  they  brought 
to  him  a  paralytic, 
laid  on  a  bed. 


Mark  ii.  1-12. 

And  again,  after 
■ome  days,  he  enter- 
ed Capernaum;  and 
the  news  spread  that 
he  was  in  his  house 
there.  And  immedi* 
ately  many  were  col- 
lected, so  that  there 
was  no  room  for  them 
even  before  the  door ; 
and  he  taught  them 
his  doctrine. 

And  they  came  to 
him  bringing  a  para^ 
lytic,  borne  by  four 
men.  And  not  being 
able  to  get  near  him 
on  account  of  the 
crowd,  they  removed 
a  part  of  the  awning 
over  where  he  was, 
and,  breaking  through, 
let  down  the  bed  on 


Luke  V.  17-26. 

And  it  hi^pened 
one  day,  that  he  was 
teaching,  and  there 
were  sitting  by  Phar- 
isees and  Teachers  of 
the  Law,  who  had 
come  from  every  town 
of  Galilee  and  Judea, 
and  from  Jerusalem; 
and  the  power  of  the 
Lord  was  displayed  in 
the  healing  of  the  sick. 

And  lo  !  some  per- 
sons brought  on  a  bed 
a  man  who  was  a 
paralytic,  and  were 
desirous  to  carry  him 
in  and  lay  him  before 
Jesus.  And  not  find- 
ing any  way  to  carry 
him  in,  on  account  of 
the  crowd,  they  got 
on  the  house-top,  and 
lowered  him  down 
from  the  roo^*  with 


*  Aik  rtn  M^ptmf, — which  is  equivalent  to  the  Latin  per  Ugidas^ 
and  does  not,  any  more  than  the  Latin  words,  signify  **  through  the 
tiling,"  or  ^  through  the  roof*  To  render  verbally,  we  should  say 
**by  way  of  the  roo^*'  but  the  meaning  is  here  more  intelligibly 
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Matthew. 


And  Jesus,  perceiv- 
ing their  faith,  said  to 
the  paralytic,  Take 
coarage,  son !  Thj 
sins  are  forgiven  thee. 


Mark, 
which   the   paralytic 
was  lying.* 

And  Jesus,  perceiv- 
ing their  faith,  said  to 
the  paralytic,  Son ! 
thy  mns  are  forgiven. 


Luke. 

his     bed,    into    the 
midst,  before  Jesus.* 

And  perceiving  their 
faith,  he  said,  Man ! 
thy  sins  are  forgiven 
thee. 


expressed  by  saying  "  from  the  roof.'*  —  See  Wetstein*s  N.  T.  Vol.  I. 
pp.  558,  559,  and  Kypke's  Observationes  Sacrts,  I.  230.  See  also,  in 
relation  both  to  this  and  the  following  note,  Shaw's  Travels,  pp.  273 
-280. 

*  To  understand  the  accounts  of  Mark  and  Luke,  we  must  attend 
to  the  following  considerations. 

Jesus  was  in  the  house  in  which  he  usually  resided  when  in 
Capernaum,  and  which  was  probably  owned  by  Peter.  This, 
doubtless,  was  a  small  house, — the  habitation  of  one  who  was  not 
wealthy. 

The  more  common  notion  has  been,  that  Jesus  was  in  an  upper 
chamber  of  this  house ;  and  that  the  roof  over  the  chamber  in  which 
he  was,  was  broken  through.    But  this,  I  think,  is  an  error. 

There  are  two  objections  to  this  conception  of  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  either  of  which  seems  decisive.  One  is,  that  when  such 
a  crowd  was  pressing  to  hear  him,  our  Lord  would  not  have  retired 
to  an  upper  chamber  of  a  small  house  that  he  might  there  address 
those  only  who  could  gain  admission.  The  other  is,  that  the  break- 
ing through  of  a  roof  over  his  head,  with  the  inconvenience  and 
disorder  that  it  must  have  occasioned,  would  have  been  an  act  of 
such  gross  indecorum  as  is  not  to  be  imagined. 

In  essential  conformity,  then,  with  an  explanation  given  by  Dr. 
Shaw  (in  his  Travels,  as  before  referred  to),  we  are,  1  suppose,  to 
conceive  of  Jesus  as  in  the  inner  court  of  the  house,  the  place  where, 
in  the  houses  of  Judea  and  the  neighbouring  countries,  a  large  com- 
pany was  always  received.  The  bearers  of  the  paralytic,  not  being 
able  to  make  their  way  to  him  through  the  crowd,  ascended  to  the 
flat,  terraced  roof  of  the  house,  passing  up  stairs,  which  rose  either 
from  the  porch  or  just  by  the  entrance  of  the  court,  or  perhaps  pass- 


exit 
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Matthew. 
And,  behold ! 
of  the  Teachers  of  the 
Law  said  within  them- 
selves, This  man  blas- 
phemes. 


Marie. 

But  there 
some  of  the  Teachen 
of  the  Law  sitting 
there,  who  said  in 
their  hearts,  How  is 
it  that  this  man 
speaks  such  blasphe- 
mies ?  Who  can  for- 
give sins,  except  one, 
God? 


Luke. 

And  the  Teachers 
of  the  Law  and  the 
Pharisees  began  to  say 
in  their  hearts.  Who  is 
this  man  who  iq[>eaks 
blasphemies  ?  Who 
can  forgive  sins  ex- 
cept God  alone  ? 


ing  over  the  roof  of  a  neighbooring  house ;  and  from  the  roof  where 
they  were,  they  lowered  the  sick  man  down  into  the  court 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  thus  understanding  the  account  of  Luke. 
Mark's  account  requires  a  little  forther  explanation.  In  this  account, 
the  word  ^yn,  rendered  "  roof"  in  the  Common  Version,  denotes, 
I  conceive,  conformably  to  common  uses  of  it,  the  awning  stretched 
over  the  court,  as  an  awning  often  was.  This  the  bearers  of  the 
sick  man  partially  removed ;  but  having  done  so,  the  parapet,  which, 
according  to  the  usual  mode  of  building,  ran  along  the  roof  over  the 
court,  probably  about  breast-high,  as  Shaw  says  it  is  at  the  present 
day,  presented  an  obstacle  to  their  purpose.  Over  the  parapet  they 
would  not  undertake  to  lift  their  burden;  for  this  could  not  have 
been  done  with  convenience  or  safety.  They  accordingly  made  an 
opening  through  it,  which  Mark  expresses  by  the  word  l^«^v|svnf, 
**  breaking  threugh,'*  without  mentioning  what  was  broken  through. 

This  is  one  instance,  among  many,  of  the  imperfect  style  of  nar- 
ration found  in  the  Evangelists.  They  did  not  advert  to  the  foct, 
that  what  was  clear  to  their  own  minds  might  not  be  equally  clear  to 
the  minds  of  readers  living  many  centuries  after  they  wrote.  They 
thought  only  of  those  who  were  fiuniliar  with  the  scenes  and  dronm- 
stances  to  which  their  narratives  related. 


Having  altered  above  the  rendering  given  in  the  first  edition, 
which  was  conformed  to  the  more  common  conception  of  the  pas- 
sage, it  seemed  proper  to  explain  my  reasons  for  doing  so.  Other- 
wise, I  should  have  been  unwilling  to  withdraw  attention  ftom  the 
main  argument  before  us. — JfaU  to  2d  Editum, 
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MattlMw. 
And  Jeflusy  perceiT- 
ing  their  thoughts, 
■aid,  Why  are  ye 
thinking  evil  in  jour 
kearti?'  For  which  b 
•asier,  to  aay,  Thy 
aina  are  forgiven,  or  to 
say,  Rise,  and  walk. 
But  that  ye  may 
know  that  the  Son 
of  Man  has  authority 
on  earth  to  forgive 
sins  —  then  he  says  to 
the  paralytic.  Rise, 
take  up  thy  bed,*  and 
go  to  thy  house. 


And  he  rose  up 


and  went  to  his  house. 


And  the  multitude 
who  were  looking  on 
were  stmek  with  as- 
tonishment, and  glo- 
rified God,  who  had 
given  such  power  to 
men. 


Mark. 

But  Jesus,  imme- 
diately knowing  in 
his  mind  that  they 
thus  diought  within 
them,  said  to  them. 
Why  thisik  yo  thus 
in  your  hearts  ?  — 
Which  is  easier,  to 
say  to  the  paralytic. 
Thy  sins  are  forgiv- 
en, or  to  say.  Rise, 
take  up  thy  bed,  and 
walk.  But  that  ye 
may  know  that  the 
Son  of  Man  has  au- 
thority on  earth  to 
forgive  sins  —  he  says 
to  the  paralytic,  I 
say  to  thee.  Rise, 
take  up  thy  bed,*  and 
go  to  thy  house. 

And  he  rose  up  im- 
OMdiatelf ,  and  tak- 
ing up  his  bed,  he 
went  out  before  them 
aU; 

so  that  they  were  all 
ftiU  of  amasement, 
and  glorified  Giod, 
»yin«»  We  never 
saw  the  like. 


Luke. 

But  Jesus,  knowing 
their  thoughts,  said  to 
them.  What  are  ye 
thinking  in  your 
hearts  ?  Which  m 
easier,  to  say.  Thy 
sins  are  forgiven,  or 
to  say.  Rise,  and 
walk.  But  that  ye 
may  know  that  the 
Son  of  Man  has  au- 
thority on  earth  to 
forgive  sins — he  said 
to  the  paralytic;  I 
say  to  thee.  Rise,  and, 
taking  up  thy  bed,* 
go  to  thy  house. 


And  directly  rising 
up  before  them,  and 
taking  up  what  he 
was  lying  upon,  he 
went  to  his  house, 
glorifying  God. 

And  amazement 
seised  upon  all;  and 
they  glorified  God, 
and  were  filled  with 
awe,  saying,  We  have 
seen  wonderfol  things 
to-day. 


*  The  three  Evangelists  use  three  deferent  terms  for  bed;  Mat- 
thew, jiX/fs,  Mark,  miSQCmrt$t  and  Lmke  ifXmdtth 
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Thus,  in  other  passages,  in  which  there  is  a  verbal  cor- 
respondence among  the  Evangelists,  it  sometimes  amounts 
to  identity  of  language,  though  very  rarely  through  a  whole 
sentence,  where  they  narrate  in  their  own  persons ;  some- 
times it  presents  various  shades  of  resemblance,  but,  in 
either  case,  is  almost  alwa3rs  broken  into  short  portions,  and 
separated  by  matter  in  which  the  Evangelists  diverge  from 
each  other ;  sometimes  into  real  or  apparent  discrepances. 
It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  no  theory  to  account  for  the 
agreement  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  one  with  another, 
can  be  satisfactory,  unless  it  afibrd,  likewise,  an  expla- 
nation of  their  ivant  of  agreement,  or  in  other  words  of  the 
peculiar  circumstances  under  which  their  correspondences 
present  themselves. 

We  will  now  turn  to  another  fact  which  requires  our 
attention,  in  reference  to  the  agreement  and  disagreement 
of  the  first  three  Grospels.  It  is,  that,  in  the  order  of  events 
related  in  common  hy  the  three  Evangelists^  Mark  and  Luke 
differ  from  Matthew,  and  coiqpide  with  each  other,  par- 
ticularly in  three  remarkable  instances. 

In  the  first  of  them,  Matthew  (viii.  1-4)  represents  the 
cure  of  a  leper  as  having  been  performed  by  Christ  pre- 
viously to  his  being  in  Capernaum  on  the  Sabbath,  as 
related  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  his  Gospel,  while  Marie  and 
Luke  represent  what  is  obviously  the  same  cure  as  having 
been  performed  by  Christ  after  leaving  the  city.* 

Another  discrepance,  which  is  more  extraordinary,  is  as 
follows.  According  to  Matthew,  Jesus,  in  the  evening  (as 
appears)  of  the  Sabbath  (Saturday)  just  mentioned,  which 
he  spent  at  Capernaum,  left  the  city,  crossed  the  lake  of 

*  Mark  i.  40-45.   Luke  r.  13- 15. 
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Galilee  in  a  boat  with  his  disciples,  miraculously  stilled  a 
tempest,  which  befell  them  on  their  course,  arrived  in  the 
country  of  the  Gadarenes,  and  there  restored  sanity  to  two 
demoniacs,  returned  immediately  after  to  Capernaum,  and 
on  Monday  (as  appears)  cured  a  person  afflicted  with  palsy, 
called  Matthew  to  be  a  disciple,  was  present  at  an  enter- 
tainment (in  Matthew *s  house,  as  we  learn  from  Luke), 
justified  his  disciples  for  not  fasting,  healed  a  woman  with 
an  issue  of  blood,  and  restored  the  daughter  of  Jairus  to 
life.*  On  the  other  hand,  Mark  and  Luke  represent  the 
voyage  across  the  lake  of  Gralilee,  and  the  events  of  the 
two  days  following,  —  excepting  the  cure  of  the  paralytic, 
the  call  of  Matthew,  and  the  entertainment  at  his  house, 
with  the  conversation  about  fasting  connected  with  it,t  — 
as  having  taken  place  at  a  later  period  of  Christ^s  ministry, 
after  the  discourse  in  which  he  delivered  a  number  of 
parables  near  the  shore  by  Capernaum.  |  No  reason  can 
be  assigned,  why  Matthew  should  not  have  related  all  the 
events  mentioned  in  their  proper  order.  As  an  Apostle, 
he  had  the  best  means  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the 
time  and  place  of  different  transactions.  Mark  and  Luke, 
on  the  other  hand,  were  not  Apostles ;  and  in  Luke^s  Gos- 
pel there  are,  beside  the  present,  many  clear  indications, 
that  he  had  but  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  succession 
of  events,  and  was  often  uninformed  of  the  particular  place 
where  they  occurred.^ 

•  Matthew  viii.  16.  -  ix.  26. 

t  Ta  these  events  they  may  be  considered  as  assigning  the  same 
period  with  St.  Matthew,  though  with  less  definiteness.    See  Mark 
ii.1-22.    Luke  V.  17-39. 
.    t  Mark  iv.  35.  -  ▼.  43.    Luke  viii.  22-56. 

§  Thus  the  cure  of  the  leper,  mentioned  above,  is  represented  hy 
Matthew  (viii.  1-5)  as  having  been  performed  just  before  our  Sa- 
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There  is,  farther,  what  seems  a  decisive  resBon  for  be* 
lieving  that  Matthew  has  not  imisplaced  the  particular  erenti 

Tiour  entered  Capernaum;  bat  the  indefinitenett  of  Lnke'a  iafbr- 
mation  reepeoting  the  place  of  ita  perfonsaiioe  appears  in  tibe  Ban- 
ner in  which  he  introducea  the  accoant  (v.  12),  —  ^*  And  when  he 
was  in  a  certain  eiiy,  behold !  a  man  fbU  of  leprosy."  —  The  core 
of  the  paralytic,  likewise  mentioned  above,  we  learn  both  from 
Matthew  (ix.  1)  and  Mark  (ii.  1)  Was  wrought  at  Capemsnm; 
while  Luke  (y.  16, 17),  after  saying  that  fesus  withdrew  to  solitary 
places  to  pray,  immediately  pit>ceeds,  wicbonC  note  of  time  or  pUee^ 
«o  introduce  the  narrative  thus :  — ^  And  it  haj^ned  one  day."  So 
the  voyage  across  the  lake  of  Galilee  to  the  country  of  the  Gada- 
renes  is  related  by  Matthew  (viii.  16, 18)  as  having  commenced  on 
the  evening  of  the  Sabbath,  when  Jesos  first  pnblidy  appeared  at 
Capernaum,  and  by  Marie  (iv.  3S)  is  referred  (I  soppoM  erroneous- 
ly) to  the  evening  of  the  day  when  Jesus  preached  io  parables;  but 
Luke  (viii.  22)  again  commences  this  narrative  in  the  eame  manner 
as  the  last  mentioned :  — •*'  And  it  happened  one  day.*' 

The  want  of  chronological  order  in  Luke*8  Gpspel  is  a  point  (^ 
some  importance.  It  is  evident,  I  think,  in  the  case  remarked  upon 
in  the  text ;  but  it  may  be  worth  while  to  add  a  few  more  instances. 

1.  Matthew  (iv.  18*20)  and  Mark  (i.  16-18)  relate,  that  Peter 
was  oalled  to  be  a  disciple  beibre  the  public  appearance  of  Jesus  at 
Capernaum;  and  that  Jesus,  when  at  Capernaum,  proceeded  fiom 
the  synagogue  to  Peter's  house,  where  he  cured  his  wife's  mother 
of  a  fever.  Luke,  who  mentions  the  last  events,  Tepreeenis  the  call 
of  Peter  as  taking  place  subsequently,  when  Jesus  had  left  Caper- 
naum ;  and  deeoribes  Peter  as  struck  with  conslematioB  at  a  miracle 
then  performed  by  our  Saviour  (v.  1-11). 

n.  It  is,  I  think,  likewise  evident,  that  Luke  confounded  the  dis- 
course called  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  which  Jesus,  as  related  by 
Matthew,  delivered  before  his  public  appearance  in  Capemaom, 
with  that  which  he  addreased  to  his  Apostles  immediately  after  their 
appointment  (Matth.  ch.  x.).  Luke  (vi.  19-49)  represents  oar 
Saviour  upon  this  occasion,  not  as  giving  to  his  newly-appoiBtad 
Apostles  the  appropriate  directions  referring  to  their  peouUar  duties, 
which  according  to  Matthew,  faimseff  an  Apostle,  he  aotnally  did, 
but  as  delrvering  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount;  at  the  dose  of  which  be 
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in  questioii.  Accoiidii)g  to  his  nanratife,  it  tppean,  that 
toy  all  took  place  during  thiea  days,  on  (he  last  of  which 

relstea,  that  Jesus  entered  Capenumm,  and  cnred  the  jervant  of  m 
centurion.  To  the  last  events,  Matthew  assigns  the  same  relative 
order  in  reference  to  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount.  Bj  Luke,  the 
whole  appears  to  have  been  introduced  out  of  its  proper  place. 

m.  Passing  over  other  examples,  of  less  HnpoHaDce,  or  wfaioli 
oamot  be  explained  in  so  few  words,  I  will  addnce  but  •ne  more. 

In  the  ninth  ehif>ter  of  his  0«spel  (vv.  51, 52),  Luke  sajs :  —  "  But 
when  the  time  was  near  for  his  being  received  into  heaven,  he  set 
his  &ce  steadily  to  go  to  Jerusalem;  and  sent  messengers  before 
him,  who  went  into  a  village  of  Samaritans  to  prepare  for  him.*' 
The  joaraey,  the  commeBoement  of  which  is  here  mentioned,  -preb- 
ably  occumd  some  months  before  our  S»vieiir*8  cracifixicn.  It 
was,  as  I  suppose,  when  he  was  going  up  to  the  Feast  of  Taberna- 
cles, mentioned  in  the  seventh  chapter  of  John's  Go^»el.  But  ihe 
language  of  Luke  implies  that  it  was  his  last  journey  to  Jerusalem, 
and  is,  therefore,  inconsistent  with  the  supposition  of  any  subsequent 
return  to  Gnlilee.  In  the  tenth  chapter  (v.  38),  we  find  Jesm  JOTived 
at  Bethany  (a  eertmin  Unom^  Luke  ssys,  without  giving  the  name),  the 
residence  of  Martha  and  Mary,  a  short  distance  enly  from  Jerusalem. 
But  in  the  eleventh  chapter  ( w.  14  -  23),  Luke  relates  the  cure  of  a 
demoniac,  and  the  reply  of  Jesus  to  the  charge,  that  he  cast  out  de- 
flions  by  the  power  of  Beelzebub,  which  according  to  both  Matthew 
and  Mark  occurred  in  Galilee.  In  the  thirteenth  chapter  (v.  28), 
we  are  told,  that  Jesus  ''  went  through  the  cities  and  villages,  teach- 
ing, on  his  way  to  Jerusalem  *' ;  but  in  the  same  chapter  (w.  31, 
32),  we  find  him  still  in  the  dominions  of  Herod,  probably  in 
Pema ;  for  the  Pharisees  are  represented  as  telling  him,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  inducing  him  to  leave  the  country,  that  Herod,  its  ruler,  was 
desirous  of  destroying  him ;  while,  again,  in  the  seventeenth  chapter 
(v.  11),  Luke  qpeaks  of  him  as  on  his  way  to  Jerusalem,  ^  passing 
along  the  confines  of  Samaria  and  Galilee,"  which  implies  that  he  was 
journeying  fit>m  Galilee. 

Throughout  fiir  the  greater  part  of  Luke*s  Gospel,  and  in  regard 
to  all  but  a  fow  leading  events  in  Christ^s  history,  there  seems  to  me 
a  want  ef  ehronologioal  order. 

I  may  here  add,  that  it  is  for  firom  being  the  fiict,  as  might  be 
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he  was  called  to  be  a  disciple.  The  miraculous  cure  of 
Jairus^s  daughter  he  relates  as  immediately  following  the 
entertaimnent  at  his  own  house.  But  it  is  impossible  that 
his  memory  should  have  deceived  him  respecting  the  time 
when  such  events  occurred ;  and  that  he  should  have  ima- 
gined them  to  have  been  in  so  close  connection  with  the 
most  important  incident  in  his  own  life,  if  they  had  not 
taken  place  till  a  later  period  of  Christ^s  ministry.  The 
agreement,  therefore,  between  Mark  and  Luke  cannot  be 
explained  by  the  supposition,  that  they  observed  the  order 
of  time,  and  that  Matthew  did  not ;  nor  can  it  well  be  re- 
garded as  a  mere  accident,  consequent  solely  upon  their 
both  being  ignorant  of  the  real  succession  of  events. 

Beside  the  two  already  mentioned,  there  is  another  in- 
stance in  which  Mark  and  Luke  differ  in  common  from  the 
order  of  Matthew.  They  place  the  accounts  of  his  disci- 
ples passing  through  a  field  of  grain  on  the  Sabbath,  and 
of  his  curing  on  the  Sabbath,  in  a  s3magogue,  a  man  with 
a  withered  hand,  before  the  appointment  of  the  Apos- 


suppofled  from  some  of  the  ttatements  on  the  subject,  that  where 
Mark  or  Luke  differ  from  the  arrangement  of  Matthew,  in  the 
matter  common  to  all  three,  thej  uniformly  agree  with  each  other. 
Two  exaAiples  to  the  contrary  have  been  given  in  this  note ;  one, 
in  the  call  of  Peter ;  and  the  other,  in  the  reply  of  Jesus  to  the 
charge,  that  he  cast  out  demons  by  the  power  of  Beelzebub  (Matth. 
xii.  22-37.  Mark  iii.  11, 23-30.  Luke  xi.  14  -  23).  In  the  account, 
likewise,  of  the  preaching  of  Jesus  at  Nazareth  (Matth.  xiii.  54-58. 
Mark  vi.  1-6.  Luke  iv.  16  -  30),  and  in  the  account  of  the  attempt 
of  his  mother  and  relations  to  obtain  access  to  him  while  he  was 
teaching  the  people  (Matth.  xii.  46  -  50.  Mark  iii.  31  -  35.  Luke  viii. 
19-21),  Luke  differs  from  the  arrangement  of  Matthew,  while 
Mark  coincides  with  it.  The  only  important  instances  of  the  agree- 
ment of  Mark  and  Luke,  in  deviating  from  the  order  of  Matthew, 
are  mentioned  in  the  text. 
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ties;  while  Matthew  refers  both  events  to  a  subsequent 
period. 

Among  the  phenomena  of  agreement  and  disagreement 
in  the  Grospels,  the  consent  of  Mark  and  Luke  in  difiering 
from  the  arrangement  of  Matthew  is,  perhaps,  most  difficult 
of  explanation ;  but  it  may  serve  as  a  test  of  the  probability 
of  some  of  the  h3rpotheses  which  have  been  formed  to 
account  for  those  phenomena. 

As  regards  any  hypothesis  intended  for  this  purpose, 
beside  accounting  for  those  phenomena,  there  are  other  con- 
ditions which  it  must  fulfil.  It  must  be  consistent  with  the 
historical  fiicts  relating  to  the  early  history  of  the  Grospels, 
and  with  the  intrinsic  probabilities  respecting  their  compo- 
Bition.  It  must  correspond  to  the  habits  of  the  age,  and 
particularly  to  those  of  the  Jews  of  Palestine.  If  we  regard 
the  Gospels  as  genuine,  it  must  accord  with  the  character 
and  circumstances  of  the  first  three  Evangelists,  and,  in 
any  case,  with  the  general  character  of  the  works  them- 
selves. It  must  explain  the  phenomena,  which  constitute 
the  problem  to  be  solved,  consistently  with  all  the  other 
phenomena  which  the  Crospels  present  These  works,  for 
instance,  show  that  their  authors,  whoever  they  were,  had 
no  habits  of  literary  composition,  that  they  were  unaccus* 
tomed  to  commit  events  to  writing ;  and  whatever  supposi- 
tion we  may  make  should  be  consistent  with  this  obvious 
fact  And,  lastly,  any  hypothesis,  to  be  admissible,  must 
assign  a  reasonable  motive  for  what  it  represents  the  authors 
of  the  Gospels  to  have  done  ;  or,  to  express  the  same  thing 
in  other  words,  must  not  represent  them  as  acting  in  a 
manner  unreasonable  and  unaccountable. 

In  treating  of  the  hypotheses  to  be  examined,  I  shall 
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xme  lasguage  coofonned  to  the  belief  of  the  genoineiien  of 
the  Gospels.  I  have  already  endeavoured  to  show,  that  do 
liTpodiesb  for  explaining  their  corretpoodsDces  is  tenable 
upon  a  contrary  supposition  ( *  nor  has  it  been  coounoa  to 
maintain  aiqr  such  hypodiesis  in  connection  with  an  explicit 
denial  of  their  genuineness.  I,  however,  adopt  the  kiH 
guage  in  question,  principally  for  the  sake  of  cooyenienoe 
and  perspicuity;  —  to  avoid  that  embanassnient  and  dif> 
fuseness  of  expression,  which  would  arise  from  an  attempt 
to  present  the  problem  lo  be  solved  in  its  most  general  and 
indefinite  form.  Many,  though  not  all,  of  the  argnments  I 
shall  adduce  respecting  the  first  two  hypotheses  examined 
are  equally  applicable,  whoever  may  be  considered  as  the 
authors  of  the  Gospels;  so  that  ^y  would  lose  none  of 
their  force,  if  the  names  of  those  authors  were  denoted  by 
algebraic  symbols,  carrying  no  associations  with  them.  The 
hypothesis  I  shall  defend  supposes  that  the  €roq)els  have 
been  ascribed  to  their  true  authors ;  and,  if  it  aflbrd  the  ody 
satisieu^tory  solution  of  their  eorre^Kmdences,  must  afibrd, 
St  the  same  time,  additional  proof  of  that  fiu^t  But  I  do 
not,  it  is  to  be  observed,  found  the  present  inqmry  upon  the 
conclusion  which  I  have  before  endeavoured  to  establish, 
that  no  hypothesis  can  explain  the  correspondence  of  the 
Gospels,  except  upon  the  supposition,  that  they  were  writ^ 
ten  in  the  apostolic  age,  or  what  is  equivalent,  the  supposi* 
tion  of  their  genuineness;  on  the  contrary,  I  trust  diat 
this  conclusion  will  receive  new  confirmation  firom  what 
follows. 

With  these  views  of  the  nature  of  die  fi^ts  to  be  ex** 
plained,  of  the  conditions  required  in  their  explanation,  and 

*  See  beibre,  p.  168,  seqq. 
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of  the  form  in  which  the  inquiry  may  most  conveniently  be 
pursued,  we  will  now  proceed  to  consider  the  different  theo- 
ries that  have  been  proposed  to  account  for  the  agreement 
of  the  first  three  Gospels. 


Section  II. 

On  the  Siqtposition  tJuU  Two  of  the  Evangelists  copied^ 
One  from  his  Predecessor ^  and  the  Other  from  Both  his 
Predecessors. 

The  most  obvious  solution  of  the  phenomenon  in  ques- 
tion, which  has  formerly  been  very  generally  adopted,  is 
that  the  Evangelists  copied  one  from  another.  In  main- 
taining this  hypothesis,  we  must  suppose  that  the  latest 
copied  from  the  two  preceding,  and  the  second  in  order  of 
time,  from  his  predecessor;  since  there  are  agreements 
between  any  two  of  the  three  Gospels  for  which  it  will  not 
otherwise  account  To  determine  whether  this  hypothesis 
be  tenable,  we  will  consider  a  particular  form  of  it,  which 
is  as  plausible  as  any  other.  It  is  the  supposition  that 
Luke  copied  from  Matthew,  and  Mark  from  both  Matthew 
and  Luke. 

I.  Now  the  first  consideration  is,  that  when  we  ascribe 
to  an  individual  an  action  of  which  we  have  no  direct  proof, 
we  must  assign  some  probable  motive  for  the  action ;  and 
there  appears  no  reasonable  inducement  for  Mark  to  have 
formed  such  a  Gospel  as  his  own  from  those  of  Matthew 
and  Luke.  He  could  not  have  so  deceived  himself  as  to 
suppose,  that  he  was  writing  what,  to  any  class  of  men, 
p 
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would  be  a  more  valuable  history  of  Christ  than  either  of 
theirs.  He  could  not  suppose,  that  it  would  supply  the 
place,  or  supersede  the  use,  of  either.  He  could  not  have 
written  his  Grospel  for  the  sake  of  the  small  additions  which 
he  has  made  of  original  matter ;  for  they  are  so  small  in 
amount  as  to  render  the  supposition  incredible.  Had  it 
been  his  object  to  give  supplementary  matter,  he  mighf, 
without  doubt,  have  collected  much  more ;  and  with  this 
purpose,  he  would  not,  as  he  has  done,  have  repeated  pas- 
sages, which,  if  he  copied,  he  has  only  abridged. 

It  may,  perhaps,  be  suggested,  that  he  intended  to  make 
a  Grospel,  which,  being  more  brief  than  the  other  two,  might 
be  transcribed  at  less  expense,  and  read  in  a  shorter  time ; 
and  which  would,  therefore,  circulate  more  widely.  But 
this  notion,  derived  from  the  booksellers*  trade  of  modem 
days,  is  not  to  be  transferred  to  the  times  of  the  ancient 
Christians.  Among  their  other  sacrifices,  they  would  not 
have  reckoned  that  of  a  few  denarii,  if  given  as  the  extra 
cost  of  a  more  complete  Gospel ;  nor  would  they  have  been 
unwilling  to  spare  the  additional  half-hour  required  for  its 
reading. 

n.  If  we  suppose  Mark  and  Luke  to  have  copied  from 
Matthew,  there  are  discrepances  between  them  and  Mat- 
thew for  which  we  cannot  account.  It  is  true,  that  the 
simple  fact  that  there  are  discrepances  between  two  Evan- 
gelists does  not  prove  that  one  may  not  have  copied  the 
other ;  for  the  later  writer  may  have  intended  to  correct  the 
mistakes  of  his  predecessor.  But  the  discrepances  may  be 
of  such  a  kind  as  to  render  this  supposition  improbable  or 
incredible.  Thus  Matthew  relates,  that  two  demoniacs 
among  the  Gadarenes  were  restored  to  sanity  by  Jesus,  and 
that  he  gave  sight  to  two  blind  men  near  Jericho,  while 
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Mark  and  Luke,  in  each  case,  mention  only  one.  The 
difference  is  of  no  importance,  considering  them  all  as  in- 
dependent historians ;  but  it  is  highly  improbable,  that  Mat- 
thew would  have  spoken  of  two,  if  there  had  been  only 
one,  or  that  Mark  and  Luke  would  have  varied  from  his 
account  in  this  particular,  had  they  been  acquainted  with  it. 
In  the  narrative  of  another  fact,  the  withering  of  the  barren 
fig-tree,  Matthew  represents  it  as  the  immediate  conse- 
quence of  the  words  of  Jesus,  as  taking  place  as  soon  as 
they  were  uttered,  and  the  astonishment  and  awe  felt  by 
the  disciples  appear  in  him  as  expressed  at  the  moment :  — 
^^And  the  disciples  seeing  it,  were  struck  with  awe,  and 
said.  How  suddenly  this  fig-tree  has  withered ! "  *  It  may 
seem,  at  first  view,  difficult  to  account  for  the  emotion  of 
the  disciples,  after  all  the  other  astonishing  miracles  which 
they  had  witnessed.  But  we  may  understand  it,  when  we 
consider  the  striking  visible  phenomenon  presented,  so  dif- 
ferent from  any  which  Jesus  had  before  effected,  its  star- 
tling suddenness,  and  the  peculiar  character  of  the  miracle, 
unlike  his  former  works  of  mercy,  a  symbolical  act,  a 
visible  parable,  as  it  were,  intended  to  indicate  the  punish- 
ment about  to  fall  upon  the  great  body  of  the  Jews,  to  whom 
Jesus  had  ^^  come  seeking  fruit  and  had  found  none.'^t  The 
account  of  Matthew  is  consistent  and  probable.  But  Mark| 
represents  the  words  of  our  Saviour  as  having  been  uttered 
on  one  morning,  and  the  efiect  of  them  upon  the  fig-tree  as 
having  been  first  observed  by  his  disciples  the  following 
morning ;  when  Peter  ^^  rememhered  and  said  to  him,  Mas- 


*  See  Matthew  xxi.  18  seqq. 

f  See  the  parable  of  the  barren  fig-tree  (Luke  xiii.  6-  9),  which  it 
to  be  considered  as  explanatory  of  this  miracle. 
I  Ch.zi.  12-14,  90  seqq. 
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ter^  beboU!  this  ig-tree  which  thou  didst  curse  has  with- 
ered.*' That  the  disciples  remadtod  vpoo  the  eTenl  not 
only  when  it  occurred,  h«t  also  as  thej  were  passing  the 
tree  the  following  morning,  is  not  improbable ;  and  it  may 
have  been  on  the  following  mornings  likewise,  and  boI 
inmediately  after  the  occurrenee  of  the  eyent,  that  our 
Sariour  announced  to  them  those  Huraculous  powei8>  which, 
if  tbey  had  &ith»  would  be  granted  to  them,  as  recorded 
both  by  Matthew  and  Mark.  We  may  thus  account  fei 
the  manner  in  which  MariL  has  represented  ^  transaction. 
But  there  can  be  little  doubt,  that  the  astonishment  of  the 
disciples  was  expressed  directly  aAer  the  oocutrence  of  die 
miracle ;  nor  can  we  suppose,  that  Mark,  with  the  account 
of  Matthew  before  him,  would  hare  g^vea  such  a  one  as 
appears  in  his  Gospel. 

The  difierences  of  narration,  of  which  these  are  sped* 
mens,  afford  proofs  that  neither  itaik  nor  Luke  copied  fiem 
Matthew*.  But  the  most  striking  dBscrepances  between  the 
Evangelists  regard  the  chronologica]  order  of  erenlB.  The 
voyage,  before  mentioned,  across  the  lake  of  Galilee  to  the 
country  of  the  Ghidarenes,  with  certain  facts  coimected  wkh 
and  following  h,  is,  as  we  hare  sees,  dearly  referred  by 
Matthew  to  a  particukur  period  of  Christ's  ministry ;  noc 
can  there,  I  think,  be  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  he  has  as- 
signed to  those  events  their  true  place.*  Cki  the  coitfrary, 
Mark,  explicitly  and  circumstantially,  states  them  as  having 
oecurred  at  a  chflerent  time.  After  relating  that  Jesus 
taught  by  the  sea-side  in  pambles,  he  proceeds: — ^^And 
the  same  day,  in  the  evening,  he  said  to  his  disciples.  Let 
us  cross  to  the  other  side  ^^ ;  f  and  then  follows  an  account 
of  the  voyage.    Now,  if  Matthew's  order  be  correct,  as  we 

•  See  before,  p.  cxvi.  seqq.  t  ]M(ark  iv.  35 
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believe,  Mark  could  hare  no  good  reason  for  difTering  from 
it;  nor  would  ke  have  di^red  from  it,  bad  be,  as  has  been 
supposed,  taken  Matthew's  Giospel  as  bis  main  guide  in  the 
composition  of  his  own. 

Similar  feasoning  ia  equally  conclosive  against  the  sup- 
positioD,  that  Luke  transcribed  from  Matthew's  Grospel. 
Bekig  evidently  unacquainted  with  the  chronological  order 
of  many  events,  and  the  place  of  thetr  occurrence,  if  he 
had  boiTowed  any  assistance  from  Matthew,  he  would  have 
taken  him  for  a  guide  in  those  respects. 

in.  Miu's  Oospel,  though  but  about  three  fifths  of  the 
size  of  either  of  the  other  two  Gospels,  has  in  no  other  respect 
the  character  of  an  abridgment  or  a  selection  from  them. 
On  die  supposition,  that  he  formed  his  Gospel  out  of  the 
other  two,  there  is  no  principle  of  selection  which  can 
reasonably  be  ascribed  to  him.  A  characteristic  distinction 
between  Mark  and  the  other  two  Evangelists  is,  that  he 
gives,  comparatively,  but  few  of  the  declarations  and  pre- 
cepts of  Jesus,  and  his  Gospel  is  more  a  simple  narrative 
of  actions  and  events.  Now  this  may  be  explained,  if  we 
snppose  Mark  to  have  written  his  Gospel  with  a  limited 
view,  for  die  use  of  individuals  already  instructed  in  Chris- 
tianity, on  whose  minds  the  words  of  Christ  had  been 
deeply  impressed  by  oral  teaching,  and  to  whom,  therefore, 
only  the  framework  of  his  history  was  necessary  m  order  to 
enable  them  to  define  and  arrange  their  recollections ;  but, 
if  we  believe  Marie  to  have  been  fiuniliar  with  the  other 
two  Gospels,  we  cannot  imagine  him  to  have  believed  an- 
other history  necessary  for  such  a  purpose.  He  must  have 
written  his  own  with  a  view  more  prospective;  and  th» 
bemg  supposed,  it  is  not  credible  that  he  riiould  have 
thought  it  advisable  to  omit  a  lai^  portion  <rf  the  words 
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of  our  Saviour,  and  many  striking  incidents  in  his  life, 
which,  heing  in  the  books  before  him,  it  would  have  cost 
him  only  the  labor  of  transcription  to  preserve  in  his  own. 
As  I  have  said,  no  rational  principle  of  selection  can  be 
assigned  to  account  for  what  he  has  taken  and  what  he 
has  omitted.  Should  it  be  said^  that  he  thought  the  other 
Grospels  would  go  down  to  posterity  together  with  his  own, 
the  question  recurs.  What  was  his  purpose  in  writing? 
Why  did  he  undertake  this  labor,  evidently  foreign  from  his 
habits  of  mind  ? 

IV.  Let  us  view  the  subject  under  another  aspect  To 
the  accounts  which  Mark  gives  in  common  with  the  other 
Evangelists,  he  often  adds  particular  circumstances  not  nar- 
rated by  them.  But  he  who  is  acquainted  with  the  minor 
particulars  of  an  event  is,  of  course,  well  acquainted  with 
its  principal  features.  Now,  the  knowledge  of  those  partic- 
ulars which  he  had  added  not  being  derived  by  him  from 
the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  it  follows,  that  he  was 
not  dependent  upon  those  Grospels  for  a  knowledge  of  the 
main  fact  itself.  Sometimes  Mark  varies  in  his  accounts 
from  one  or  both  of  the  other  Evangelists.  There  is  a 
discrepance  between  them.  If  he  used  their  Gospels,  be 
would  thus  have  varied  from  them  only  for  the  purpose  oi 
giving  what  he  believed  a  more  accurate  account  than  they 
had  done.  In  all  such  cases  as  have  been  mentioned,  it  is 
clear  that  Mark,  believing  himself  to  be  fully  and  correctly 
possessed  of  the  facts,  might  have  written  as  he  has  done 
without  any  knowledge  of  the  other  two  Evangelists.  When, 
with  the  differences  that  have  been  mentioned,  there  is  a 
strikmg  difference  of  language  likewise,  it  becomes  apparent 
that  Mark,  in  such  passages,  made  no  use  of  his  supposed 
predecessors.    Of  passages  of  this  kind,  I  will  give  one  as 
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an  example^  placing  in  parallel  columns  an  English  version 
of  the  text  of  the  three  Evangelists,  as  their  difference  of 
language  may  he  sufficiently  represented  in  a  translation. 
The  passage  is  an  account  of  the  curing  of  the  demoniac 
boy,  immediately  ailer  our  Saviour^s  transfiguration. 


Matthew  ZTii.  14-21. 
And  when  they  came 
to  the  multitude, 


a  man  met  him,  and, 
falling  on  his  knees 
before  him,  said,  Mas- 
ter, have  pity  on  my 
son,  for  he  is  a  luna- 
tic, and  suffers  griev- 
ously; for  he  often 
fidls  into  the  fire,  and 
often  into  the  water ; 


Mark  ix.  14-29. 

And  when  he  came 
to  his  disciples,  he 
saw  a  great  multitude 
about  them,  and  the 
Teachers  of  the  Law 
disputing  with  them. 
And  immediately  the 
whole  multitude,  up- 
on seeing  him,  was 
struck  with  awe,  and, 
running  towards  him, 
saluted  him.  And  he 
asked  them.  What  are 
ye  disputing  about  to- 
gether ? 

And  one  of  the 
multitude  answered. 
Teacher,  I  brought 
my  son  to  thee,  who 
has  a  dumb  spirit; 
and  when  it  seizes 
him,  it  throws  him 
down,  and  he  foams 
at  his  mouth  and 
gnashes  his  teeth, 
and  becomes  insensi- 
ble;* 


Luke  ix.  37-43. 

And  on  the  follow- 
ing day,  as  they  were 
descending  the  moun- 
tain, a  great  multitude 
met  him. 


And,  behold  !  a  man 
fi-om  the  multitude 
cried  out,  saying, 
Teacher,  I  beseech 
thee  to  look  upon  my 
son;  for  he  is  my 
only  child;  and,  be- 
hold !  a  spirit  seizes 
him,  and  utters  a  sud- 
den cry,  and  convuls- 
es him  so  that  he 
ibams  at  his  mouth, 
and    hardly    departs 


*  K«2  l^^nrtu.    It  is  impossible  to  determine  in  what  sense  Mark 
this  term.  Perhaps  it  should  be  rendered,  '*and  is  wasting  away,** 
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Matthew. 


and  I  brought  him  to 
thjT  disciplet ;  and 
they  could  not  heal 
him.  Then  Jesus  said, 
Unbeliering  and  per- 
Terse  race !  how  long 
■hall  I  be  with  you  ? 
how  long  must  I  bear 
with  you?  Bring  him 
hither  to  me. 


Hark. 


and  I  spoke  to  thy 
disciples  to  cast  it  oat, 
and  they  were  not 
able.  Then  Jesus  said 
to  them,  Unbeliering 
race  !  how  long  shall 
I  be  with  you  ?  how 
long  must  I  bear  with 
you?  Bring  him  to 
me. 

And  they  brought 
him  to  him ;  and  as 
soon  as  he  saw  Jesus, 
the  spirit  convulsed 
him ;  and,  ftlling 
down,  he  rolled  upon 
the  ground,  Ibaming 
at  his  mouth.  And 
Jesus  questioned  his 
father,  How  long  has 
it  been  thus  with  him  ? 
And  he  answered. 
From  a  child.  And 
often  it  casts  him  into 
the  fire  and  into  water, 
to  destroy  him.  But, 
if  thou  canst  do  any 
thing,  have  pity  upon 
OS  and  help  us.  Then 
JeeuB  said  to  him. 
What  means  this,  <  If 
thou  canst  ? '  All 
things  may  be  done 
for  him  who  has 
fidth.  And,  imme- 
diately, the  father 
of    the    child,    cry- 


Luke, 
from  him,  leaving 
him  utterly  exhaust- 
ed;  and  I  besought  thy 
disciplee  to  east  it 
out,  and  they  coald 
not  Then  Jesus  said. 
Unbelieving  and  per- 
verse race !  how  long 
shall  I  be  vrith  you, 
and  bear  with  you? 
Lead  thy  son  hither. 

And  while  he  was 
coming,  the  demon 
threw  him  down,  and 
convulsed  him. 
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Matthew. 


And  Jesus  rebuked 
the  demon,  so  that  it 
came  out  of  him,  and 
the  boy  was  well  from 
that  hour. 


Then  the  disciples 
came  to  Jesus  apart, 
and  said,  Why  could 
we  BoC  cast  it  out? 
And  Jesus  said  to 
them.  Through  your 
want  of  &ith;  ibr  I 
tell  you  in  truth,  had 
ye  ftith  as  a  grain  of 
nrastard-seed,  should 
you  say  to  this  raoun- 


Mark. 

ing  out  with  tears, 
said,  I  have  &ith; 
help  thou  my  want 
of  faith.  Then  Je- 
sus, seeing  that 
the  multitude  was 
running  together  to 
the  spot,  rebuked 
the  unclean  spirit, 
saying  to  it.  Thou 
dumb  and  deaf  spir- 
it, I  command  theo, 
come  out  of  him  and 
enter  him  no  more. 
And  uttering  a  cry, 
and  convulsing  him 
much,  it  came  out  of 
him.  And  he  was 
as  if  dead,  so  that 
many  said,  He  is 
dead.  But  Jesus,  tak- 
ing him  by  the  hand, 
raised  him,  and  he 
Blood  up. 


Luka. 


And  after  he  had 
entered  a  house,  his 
disciples  asked  him, 
privately.  Why  could 
we  not  cast  it  out? 
And  he  said  to  them, 


But  Jesus  rebuked 
the  unclean  spirit, 
and  healed  the  child, 
and  delivered  him  to 
his&ther. 


And  all  were  aston- 
ished at  this  display 
of  the  power  of  God. 
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Matthew.  Mark.  Lake. 

tain,    Remove     from 
this  place  to  that,  it 
would    remove;  and 
nothing  would  be  im- 
possible to  you.    But    By  nothing  but  pray- 
it     is    only    through    er    and   fiisting   can 
prayer     and     fasting    this  race  be  cast  out. 
that  this  race  may  be 
expelled. 

In  this  passage,  as  in  others,  it  is  clear,  not  merely  that 
Mark  did  not  copy  Matthew  or  Luke ;  but  that  no  one  of 
the  Evangelists  copied  either  of  the  other  two.  This  is  not 
a  matter  of  argument,  it  is  only  the  statement  of  a  fact 
apparent  on  inspection. 

V.  But  it  may  be  said,  that  no  one  supposes  that  Mark 
derived  his  knowledge  of  the  events  in  Christ's  ministry 
solely  from  the  Grospels  of  Matthew  and  Luke ;  on  the  con- 
trary, as  a  preacher  of  Christianity,  he  must  have  been  well 
acquainted  with  them  from  other  sources.  Nor  is  it  main- 
tained, that  he  transcribed  from  one  or  the  other  in  every 
case  where  he  relates  the  same  events.  But  what  is  con- 
tended for  is,  that  he  made  use  of  their  Gospels,  particu- 
larly that  of  Matthew,  in  composing  his  own ;  and  that  this 
supposition  is  proved  by  the  remarkable  correspondences 
between  his  Gospel  and  each  of  the  other  two,  in  various 
passages.  These  resemblances,  it  may  be  urged,  are  so 
great,  as  to  render  it  highly  probable  that  one  Evangelist 
copied  from  another. 

In  this  reasoning  it  is  supposed  that  one  Evangelist  cop- 
ied from  another,  because  the  resemblance  between  them  is 
so  great.  I  answer,  that  very  few  instances  can  be  pointed 
out,  in  which  this  supposition  does  not  require  a  much 


CORRESPONDENCES  OF  THE  GOSPELS,     cxxxiii 


greater  resemblance  than  exists ;  and  that  most  of  the  pas- 
sages in  which  it  is  found,  instead  of  rendering  it  probable 
that  one  Evangelist  transcribed  from  another,  afibrd  strong 
reasons  for  an  opposite  conclusion.  I  will  quote,  for  exam- 
ple, the  account  of  the  call  of  Matthew,  the  entertainment 
in  his  house,  and  the  conversation  occasioned  by  it,  as  given 
by  the  three  Evangelists. 


Matthew  ix.  9-17. 

(v.  9.)  And  Jesus, 
as  he  was  passing 
thence,  saw  a  man, 
called  Matthew,  sit- 
ting to  receive  the 
customs;  and  said  to 
him,  Come  with  me. 
And  he  arose  and 
went  with  him. 

(y.  10.)  And  while 
Jesus  was  at  table  in 
his  house,  lo !  many 
tax-gatherers  and  sin- 
ners, who  had  come, 
were  at  table  with  Je- 
sus and  his  disciples. 


(v.  11.)  And  the 
Pharisees,  seeing  this, 
said  to  his  disciples. 
Why  does  your  teach- 
er eat  with  these  tax- 
gatherers  and  sin- 
ners? 


Mark  u.  14 -22. 

(v.  14.)  And,  as  he 
was  passing  along, 
he  saw  Levi,  the  son 
of  Alpheus,  sitting 
to  receive  the  cus- 
toms; and  said  to 
him.  Come  with  me. 
And  he  arose  and 
went  with  him. 

(v.  15.)  And  while 
Jesus  was  at  table  in 
his  house,  many  tax- 
gatherers  and  sin- 
ners also  were  at  ta- 
ble with  Jesus  and 
his  disciples ;  for 
there  were  many 
who  had  followed 
him. 

(v.  16.)  And  the 
Teachers  of  the  Law 
and  the  Pharisees, 
seeing  him  eating 
with  the  tax-gather- 
ers and  sinners,  said 
to  his  disciples, 
Hqw  is  it  that  he  is 
eating   and   dridking 


Luke  y.  27-39. 

(v.  27.)  And  after  this, 
Jesus  went  out,  and 
saw  a  tax-gatherer,  by 
the  name  of  Levi,  sit- 
ting to  receive  the 
customs;  and  said  to 
him.  Come  with  me. 
(y.  28.)  And  leaving 
every  thing,  he  arose 
and  went  with  him. 
(v.  29.)  And  Levi 
made  a  great  enter- 
tainment for  him  in 
his  house;  and  there 
was  a  great  number 
of  tax-gatherers  and 
others,  who  were  at 
table  with  them. 


(V.  30.)  But  their 
Teachers  of  the  Law, 
and  the  Pharisees, 
murmured  at  this, 
sa3ring  to  his  disci- 
ples. Why  are  ye 
eating  and  drinking 
with  these  tax-gather- 
ers and  sinners .' 
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MtttlMW. 


(y.  12.)  But  Jesus 
hearing  this,  said  to 
them,  The  well  need 
nbx  a  phjticiaiit  but 
the  sick. 

(t.  13.)  But  f  o  ye, 
and  learn  what  this 
means,  /  desire  good- 
ness and  not  sacr^iees. 
For  I  did  not  come 
to  give  an  invitation 
to  righteous  men,  but 
to  sinners. 


(v.  14.)  Then  the 
disciples  of  John  came 
to  him  and  said.  Why, 
when  we  and  the 
Pharisees  ftst  often, 


do  not  thy  disciples 
ftst? 

(y.  15.)  And  Jesus 
said  to  them.  Can  the 
companions  of  the 
bridegroom  mourn, 
BO  long  as  the  bride- 
groom is  with  them  ? 


But  the  days  are  com- 


Blaric  Lake. 

with  these   tax-gath- 
erers and  sinners  ^ 

(y.  17.)  And  Jesus 
hearing  this,  said  to 
them,  The  well  need 
not  a  physician,  but    in  health  need  aot  a 


(y.  31.)  And  Jesus 
flkswering,  said  to 
them.  They  who  an 


the  sick. 


physician, 
sick. 


but    the 


I  did  not  come  to 
give  an  invitation  to 
righteous  men,  but  to 
sinners. 

(v.  18.)  And  the 
disciples  of  John  and 
the  Pharisees  were 
keeping  a  ftst;  and 
they  came  and  said 
to  him.  Why,  when 
the  disciples  of  John 
and  those  of  the 
Pharisees  are  fasting, 
do  not  thy  disciples 
fast? 

(v.  19.)  And  Jesus 
said  to  them.  Can 
the  companions  of 
the  bridegroom  &st, 
while  the  bridegroom 
is  with  them.'  As 
long  as  they  have 
the  bridegroom  with 
them  they  cannot 
&st 

(y.   20.)   But    the 


(v.  32.)  I  have  not 
come  to  call  right- 
eous men,  but  sin- 
ners, to  reformation. 

(v.  33.)   But  they 


said  to  him.  Why, 
when  the  disciples  of 
John  are  continually 
fitting  and  making 
supplications,  and 
likewise  those  of  the 
Pharisees,  are  thine 
eating  and  drinking? 
(y.  34.)  But  he  said 
to  them.  Can  ye  make 
the  companions  of  the 
bridegroom  ftst,  while 
the  bridegroom  is  with 
them? 


(v.  35.)  But  the  days 
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Matthew, 
ing,  when  the  bride- 
groom will  be  taken 
from  them ;  and  then 
will  they  fiist. 


(v.  16.)  No  one  puts 
a  patch  of  undressed 
cloth  upon  an  old 
garment ;  ibr  the  piece 
would  tear  away  from 
the  garment,  and  a 
worse  rent  be  made. 


(v.  17.)  Nor  do  men 
pat  new  wine  into  old 
skins;  for  the  skins 
would  burst,  and  the 
wine  run  to  waste, 
and  the  skins  would 
be  spoilt.  But  they 
put  new  wine  into 
new  skins,  so  that 
both  may  be  preserv- 
ed. 


Luke, 
are  coming,  when  the 
bridegroom  will  be 
taken  from  them ; 
then  will  they  ftst  in 
those  days. 

(y.  96.)  Then  he 
spake  a  parable  to 
them  :  No  one  takes 
a  patch  from  a  new 
garment  to  put  upon 
an  old  garment ;  othel^ 
wise  the  new  garment 
would  be  cut,  and  the 
patch  from  the  new 
would  not  match  with 
the  old. 

(v.  37.)  And  no  ona 
puts  new  wine  into 
old  skins ;  for  the  new 
wine  would  burst  the 
skins,  and  it  would 
run  to  waste,  and  the 
skins  would  be  spoilt, 
(v.  38.)  But  new  wine 
must  be  put  into  new 
skins,  BO  that  both 
may  be  preserred. 
(t.  99.)  And  no  one 
after  drinking  old 
wine  immediately 
wishes  for  new;  for 
he  says.  The  old  b 
better. 


The  preceding  is  a  apecimen  of  the  accordance  of  mean- 
ing and  language  which  is  found  among  the  first  three 
Goflfpels.  It  is  elsewhere  mixed  with  similar  diversities. 
But  a  comparison  of  such  parallel  passages  from  the  differ- 


Mork. 
days  are  coming, 
when  the  bridegroom 
will  be  taken  from 
them ;  and  then  will 
they  ftst  in  that  day. 


(v.  21.)  No  one 
sews  a  patch  of  un- 
dressed cloth  upon  an 
old  garment;  other- 
wise the  new  piece 
would  tear  away  firom 
the  old  garment,  and  a 
worse  rent  be  made. 

(v.  2d.)  And  no  one 
pots  new  wine  into 
old  skins;  for  the 
new  wine  would 
burst  the  skins,  and 
the  wine  would  run 
to  waste,  and  the 
skins  would  be  spoilt. 
But  new  wine  must 
be  put  into  new 
skins. 
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ent  Evangelists  shows,  I  think,  that  no  one  of  them  copied 
from  either  of  the  others. 

As  in  the  example  given,  so  generally  in  other  cases  of 
parallelism  among  the  first  three  Gospels,  variations  of  ex- 
pression, omissions,  and  additions  occur,  which  are  not  to 
be  accounted  for  on  the  theory,  that  the  Evangelists  copied 
one  from  another;  because  they  are  such  as  cannot  be 
ascribed  to  accident,  and,  at  the  same  time,  such  as  would 
not  have  been  made  by  design.  Thus,  in  the  specimen 
given,  if  either  Mark  or  Luke  had  been  copying  from  Mat- 
thew, it  is  unlikely  that  he  would  have  substituted  the  name 
of  Levi,  by  which  that  Evangelist  appears  to  have  been 
known  before  hb  becoming  a  disciple,  for  the  name  of 
Matthew,  by  which  he  was  commonly  called  afterwards, 
and  which  he  himself  had  used  in  this  place ;  —  or  that 
Luke,  if  he  had  Mark  before  him,  and  had  preferred  the 
name  of  Levi,  would  have  omitted  the  further  designation, 
"  the  son  of  Alpheus."  Mark,  if  he  had  been  following 
Luke,  would  have  retained  the  explicit  statement  of  the 
latter,  that  the  entertainment,  at  which  our  Lord  was  pres- 
ent, was  made  by  Matthew ;  and  with  Matthew  for  his 
guide,  he  would  not  have  changed  the  clear  and  simple 
expressions  used  by  him  in  the  tenth  and  eleventh  verses 
for  his  own  more  diffuse,  and,  in  the  original,  more  obscure 
language.  Luke,  it  is  evident,  was,  in  the  correspondmg 
verses,  neither  the  original  nor  the  copyist  of  either.  The 
question  of  the  Pharisees  respecting  Christ^s  eating  with 
tax-gatherers  and  sinners  is  given  in  different  terms  by 
each  of  the  Evangelists ;  yet,  if  any  one  of  them  copied  from 
either  of  the  others,  it  does  not  appear  what  motive  could 
have  induced  him  to  change  its  form.  Similar  remarks 
may  be  made  respecting  the  other  variations  of  language 
among  the  Evangelists,  which  occur  in  this  passage.     But 
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there  are  difierences  of  another  kind.  The  first  clause  of 
the  thirteenth  verse  of  Matthew  seems  to  me  essential  to  a 
full  understanding  of  the  meaning  of  Jesus.*  But,  whether 
it  be  so  or  not,  neither  Mark  nor  Luke,  had  they  been  bor- 
rowing from  Matthew,  would  have  omitted  it  as  they  have 
done,  copying,  at  the  same  time,  the  words  which  precede 
and  follow.  In  the  next  verse  (the  eighteenth)  of  Mark, 
he  states  explicitly,  that  the  disciples  of  John  and  the 
Pharisees  were  keeping  a  fast,  which  is  not .  done  by  the 
other  EvangelistB.t    It  is  a  circumstance  which  throws  a 


*  The  words  of  Matthew  are  these  :  —  **  But  Jesus  hearing  this,  said 
to  them,  The  well  need  not  a  physician,  but  the  sick.  But  go  ye 
and  learn  what  this  means^  *  /  denre  goodness  and  not  sacrifices.'  For 
I  did  not  come  to  give  an  invitation  to  righteous  men,  but  to  sinners.*' 
The  words  in  Italics  are  omitted  by  the  other  Evangelists.  But  our 
Saviour's  answer,  as  given  by  Matthew,  is,  I  conceive,  to  be  thus 
understood  :  You  reproach  me  for  being  with  tax-gatherers  and  sin- 
ners ;  it  is  fitting  I  should  be ;  the  well  need  not  a  physician,  but 
the  sick.  But  do  not  think  that  you  are  less  morally  diseased  than 
those  whom  you  despise.  You,  no  more  than  they,  perform  what 
God  requires ;  while  you  insist  on  ceremonies  and  superstitious  ob- 
servances, you  neglect  what  is  essential  in  religion  and  morality. 
Go  ye,  and  learn  what  this  means,  /  desire  goodness  and  not  sacri- 
fices. I  came  to  give  an  invitation  to  all  to  accept  God*s  mercy; 
and,  as  regards  you,  as  well  as  them,  I  did  not  come  to  give  an  invi- 
tation to  righteous  men,  but  to  sinners. 

t  It  appears  from  the  Talmud,  that  the  more  religious  Jews  fasted 
on  Mondays  and  Thursdays.  Thus  the  Pharisee  mentioned  in  Luke 
zviii.  12  is  represented  by  our  Saviour  as  saying,  —  *'  I  fast  twice  a 
week."  Now  we  have  before  inferred  from  the  account  of  Matthew 
(see  p.  cxvii.),  that  the  entertainment  at  Matthew's  house  took  place 
on  Monday.  This  accords  with  Mark's  account,  that  the  disciples 
of  John  and  the  Pharisees  were  keeping  a  fast  {^gm*  vnrriMyrif). 
This  coincidence  between  the  Gospels,  to  be  ascertained  only  by 
what  we  learn  from  the  Talmud,  deserves  remark,  as  one  among 
many  facts  of  a  similar  kind  which  serve  to  establish  their  authen- 
ticity. 
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ttroDg  light  upon  their  state  of  feeling  when  seeing  Jesus 
at  the  same  time  present  at  an  entertainment  with  tax* 
gatherers  and  sinners.  The  fact  does  not  appear  in  the 
account  of  the  other  Evangelists.  But  it  is  not  pTohahle« 
that,  if  either  Matthew  or  Luke  had  been  transcribing  fiom 
Mark^s  Gospel,  he  would  have  omitted  this  circumstance  by 
design,  or  passed  over  it  by  accident  At  the  end  of  the 
fifteenth  verse  of  Matthew,  neither  Mark  nor  Luke,  if  copy* 
bg  his  text,  would  have  thought  it  necessary  to  add  the 
superfluous  words,  ^^  in  that  day,^'  or  ^^  in  those  days.*' 
Luke,  in  the  thirty-sixth  verse,  borrowed  from  neither 
Matthew  nor  Mark,  and  neither  borrowed  from  him.  And 
with  Luke's  Gk)spel  before  them,  there  is  no  likelihood 
that  either  Matthew  or  Mark  would  have  omitted  the  con- 
cluding words  of  Jesus,  as  given  by  Luke  (verse  39), 
which  accord  so  well  with  the  context 

In  order  fully  to  estimate  the  force  of  the  preceding 
remarks,  we  must  recollect,  that  no  copyist,  writing  in 
the  same  style  with  his  original,  would  designedly  change 
the  ideas  or  expressions  of  the  latter,  except  for  the  sake  of 
some  real  or  fancied  improvement ;  unless,  indeed,  his  pur- 
pose were  to  conceal  plagiarism,  a  purpose  which  no  one 
will  ascribe  to  the  Evangelists.  But  nothing,  that  can  be 
supposed  a  real  or  fancied  improvement,  appears  in  the  dif- 
ferences that  have  been  mentioned,  or  in  many  others  that 
might  be  specified  in  the  parallel  passages  of  the  first  three 
Gospels.  It  is  particularly  improbable  that  such  changes 
should  have  been  made  by  any  one  of  the  three  Evangelists, 
since  the  style  and  vocabulary  of  all  are  essentially  the 
same,  and,  except  so  far  as  Luke  may  form  a  partial  excep- 
tion, they  obviously  had  little  command  of  language.  But 
for  some  strong  reason,  therefore,  any  one  of  them  would 
have  copied  literally  the  already  well-known  narrative,  which 
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he  found  before  him,  except,  perhaps,  that  St  Luke,  if  he 
wrote  last,  might  sometimes  have  retouched  the  style  of 
his  predecessors.  Certainly,  no  one  of  them  would  have 
made  an  unimportant  addition  in  one  place,  and  omitted  an 
important  passage  in  another ;  nor  so  varied  his  own  ac- 
count as  to  render  it  obscure  and  imperfect,  requiring,  in 
order  to  be  fully  understood^  that  the  Gospel  from  which  he 
copied  should  be  consulted  as  a  commentary  on  his  own. 
Yet,  however  we  may  arrange  the  order  of  transcription,  all 
this  must  be  supposed  in  reference  to  the  two  Evangelists, 
who  are  represented  as  transcribers,  especially  if  the  two 
be  Mark  and  Luke. 

These  observations  are  applicable  to  a  large  portion  of 
the  Gospels,  but  are  particularly  striking  as  regards  the 
narrative  of  the  closing  scenes  of  our  Saviour's  life,  his 
death,  his  resurrection,  and  the  events  subsequent.  Such 
are  the  omissions  and  differences  from  one  another  in  the 
accounts  of  the  three  Evangelists,  that,  considering  these 
alone,  I  cannot  believe  that  any  one  of  them  had  seen  the 
work  of  either  of  the  others.  This  is  a  portion  of  the 
Oofpek  which  has  been  too  little  attended  to,  either  by 
those  who  suppose  that  the  Evangelists  transcribed  one 
from  another,  or  by  those  who  nippose  that  they  transcribed 
from  common  documents. 

It  may  appear,  tiien,  that,  beside  the  particular  objec- 
tions to  any  particular  form  that  may  be  given  to  the  sup- 
position that  the  Evangelists  copied  one  from  another,  the 
general  objections  to  it  are  these.  There  is  no  reasonable 
principle  of  selection  on  which  they  can  be  supposed  to 
have  proceeded.  They  were,  all  of  them,  as  preachers  of 
Christianity,  well  acquainted  with  the  transactions  which  it 
was  their  purpose  to  record ;  their  independent  knowledge 
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of  them  appears  in  the  Grospel  of  each ;  they  had,  therefore, 
no  occasion  to  copy  one  from  another,  and  it  is  a  fact, 
obvious  simply  upon  inspection,  that  far  the  greater  part  of 
each  Gospel  was  not  thus  copied.  And,  lastly,  their  Gros- 
pels  generally,  and  even  those  very  passages  on  which  this 
theory  of  transcription  has  been  founded,  present  numerous 
diversities  of  such  a  character  as  the  Evangelist,  whichever 
may  be  supposed  the  copyist,  would  not  have  made,  with 
the  text  of  his  predecessor,  or  predecessors,  before  him  as 
an  archetype. 


Section  HI. 

On  the  Supposiiiony  that  the  First  Three  Evangelists  made 
Use  of  Common  Written  Documents. 

The  supposition  that  the  first  three  Evangelists  copied 
one  from  another  has  found,  comparatively,  but  few  de- 
fenders in  later  times,  and  has  been  superseded,  in  a  great 
degree,  by  the  supposition,  that  they  all  transcribed  from 
common  written  documents.  This  hypothesis  we  have  had 
occasion  to  notice  in  the  text  of  the  present  volume.*  I 
will  state  it  generally,  as  explained  by  Bishop  Marsh,  who 
may  be  considered  as  having  improved  upon  Eichhom, 
from  whom  he  borrowed  it.  The  differences  between  them 
are  not  such  as  to  affect  its  credibility. 

It  is  supposed,  then,  that  there  was  an  original  narrative 
of  the  life  of  Christ,  an  original  Gospel^f  which  contained, 

*  See  before,  pp.  96-98. 

t  I  use  this  tenn,  borrowed  from  Eichjiom,  for  the  sake  of  con- 
venience and  distinctness  of  expression.  It  is  not  employed  by 
Bishop  Marsh. 
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in  some  form  or  other,  all  those  relations  that  are  common 
to  our  first  three  Gospels.  This,  it  is  thought,  was  re- 
ceiving continual  additions  from  its  various  transcribers, 
different  in  different  copies.  The  first  three  Evangelists 
are  supposed  each  to  have  used  a  different  copy  as  the 
basis  of  his  Gospel.  Matthew's  copy,  beside  the  origi- 
nal text,  contained  likewise  the  additional  matter  which 
he  has  in  common  with  Mark  alone,  or  with  Luke  alone. 
Mark's  copy  differed  from  this,  both  in  wanting  the  matter 
which  is  common  to  Matthew  and  Luke  only,  and  in  having 
additional  matter  not  found  in  Matthew's  copy,  namely, 
that  which  \s  common  to  Mark  and  Luke  only.  Luke's 
copy,  in  like  manner,  had  certain  additions,  which  are  com- 
mon to  him  either  with  Matthew  or  with  Mark,  and  wanted 
those  passages  which  are  found  only  in  the  two  last-men- 
tioned Evangelists.* 

The  Original  Grospel,  and  the  three  modifications  of  it 
just  mentioned,  were  all  written  in  the  Syro-Chaldee,  or, 
as  it  is  more  popularly  termed,  the  Hebrew  language. 
Matthew's  Grospel  was  originally  written  in  the  same  lan- 
guage. But  Mark  and  Luke  wrote  in  Greek,  and  each 
translated  into  that  language  the  document  which  he  used 
as  the  basis  of  his  Grospel.  But  the  verbal  harmony  be- 
tween them  in  that  portion  of  matter  which  constituted 
the  Original  Gospel,  before  it  had  received  any  additions, 
is  believed  to  be  greater  than  would  result  from  two  inde- 


*  Bishop  Marsh  distinguishefl  between  those  additions,  common  to 
two  of  the  Gospels,  which  were  made  to  narratives  already  extant 
in  the  Original  Gospe],  and  those  additions  which  were  made  of 
new  narratives  common  to  two  of  the  Gospels.  But  this  is  a  dis- 
tinction not  important  to  be  attended  to  in  reference  to  oar  present 
purpose. 
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pendent  tntnslations  of  the  same  woiio  In  order  to  aoeoont 
for  it,  therefore,  it  is  supposed,  that  the  Original  Gospel, 
before  any  additions  had  been  made  to  it,  was  translated 
into  Gfeek ;  and  that  Mark  and  Luke  each  had  a  copy  of 
this  Greek  translation,  from  which  he  occasionally  derived 
assistance  in  rendering  his  Hebrew  document  Eaidk 
sometimes  adopted  its  words  in  the  same  passage,  and  in 
these  passages  they  agree  verbally  with  each  other. 

But,  besides  the  enlarged  copy  of  the  Oiginal  Gospel, 
which  was  in  the  hands  of  each  of  the  Evangelists,  and  the 
Greek  translation  of  this  Gospel,  used  by  Mark  and  Luke, 
k  is  further  supposed,  that  there  was  another  document, 
written  in  Hebrew,  which  was  used  only  by  Matthew  and 
Luke ;  the  former  incorporating  it  into  his  Gvospel  in  the 
original  language ;  and  the  latter  translating  it  into  Greek. 
This  was  a  collection  of  precepts,  parables,  and  discourses, 
which  had  been  delivered  by  Christ  at  different  times  and 
on  difiereni  oocasions.  The  name  of  Gnomologia  has  been 
given  it,  with  reference  to  its  supposed  character.  The 
copies  of  this  document  used  by  Matthew  and  Luke,  tbough 
generally  agreeing,  differed  in  some  respects  from  each 
other.  It  was  not  arranged  with  any  regard  to  chrono* 
logical  order.  Matthew,  being  an  Apostle,  is  thought  to 
have  inserted  the  different  portions  of  it  in  different  parts  of 
his  Gospel,  *^  having  regard,  probably,  to  the  times  and 
occasions  when  the  sayings  of  our  Saviour  were  deliver* 
ed."  •  But  Luke,  who  was  not  present  at  their  delivery, 
did  not  undertake  to  do  this.  With  the  exception  of  only 
two  portions,  "  both  of  "which  have  internal  notes  of  time," 


*  Marsh's  Dissertation,  in  the  second  part  of  the  third  roliime  of 
his  Translation  of  Midiaelis'a  Introduction  to  the  New  Testameiit, 
p.  401. 
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be  inserted  in  his  Grospel  the  whole  coQeetion,  m  he  fowod 
it ;  and  it  constitutes  that  portion  of  matter  which  extends 
firom  chapter  ix.  verse  51,  to  chapter  XTiii.  Terse  14.  Bat, 
by  a  license  which  must,  I  think,  be  regarded  as  extras 
ordinary  and  unjustifiable,  ^  he  gave,**  it  is  said,  ^  to  the 
whole  the  form  of  a  narrative,  in  order  to  make  it  corre- 
spond with  the  rest  of  his  Gospel,  which  was  not  a  collection 
g[  unconnected  facts,  but  a  continued  history.*'  * 

In  order  to  explain  the  verbal  harmony  between  our 
present  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew  and  the  Gospels  of  Mark 
and  Luke,  it  is  supposed  that  the  translator  of  the  former 
derived  assistuice  from  the  two  latter  Gospels,  and  borrow- 
ed their  language  in  cases  where  there  is  a  correspondeqpe 
of  matter  between  them  and  that  of  Matthew. 

I  WILL  briefly  recapitolate  the  steps  in  this  hypothesis. 
The  first  supposition  is  of  an  Original  Gospel,  written  in 
Hebrew,  and  receiving  continual  additions  from  various 
hands.  This  is  supposed  to  have  been  used  in  three  differ- 
ent Ibrme  by  the  first  three  Evangelists,  being  in  one  of  its 
forms  the  basis  of  the  work  of  each.  Besides  this  doco- 
ment,  it  is  supposed  that  there  was  another,  a  miscellane- 
ous collection  of  discourses  and  sayings  of  Jesus,  likewise 
written  in  Hebrew,  which  was  used  only  by  Matthew  and 
Luke.  Thus,  the  general  correspondence  of  maUer  und 
Umguage^  eanoug  all  three  Evangelists,  and  between  any 
two  of  the  Evangelists  in  portions  peculiar  to  them,  is 
thought  to  be  accounted  for.  The  verbal  coincidences  be- 
tween Mark  and  Luke  are  explained  by  the  supposition, 
that  they  both  used  a  Greek  translation  of  the  Original 
Gospel,  made  before  that  work  had  received  any  additions ; 

**  Manh's  Dinertation,  p.  402. 
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and  the  verbal  coincidences  between  our  present  Greek 
Gospel  of  Matthew  and  the  other  two  Gospels,  by  the  sup- 
position,  that  his  translator  used  their  Gospels  in  rendering 
into  Greek  the  Hebrew  original  of  Matthew. 

In  maintaining  this  hypothesis,  the  genuineness  of  the 
Gospels  is  asserted  by  Bishop  Marsh ;  and  its  other  defend- 
ers have  not  attempted  to  free  it  from  the  peculiar  objec- 
tions, formerly  stated,*  to  which  it  is  liable,  if  their  genu- 
ineness be  denied.  I  shall,  therefore,  offer  some  argiunents 
in  which  their  genuineness  is  supposed.  But  I  think  it  will 
be  perceived,  that,  distinct  from  these,  there  are  intrinsic 
and  insuperable  objections  to  the  hypothesis,  both  from 
the  positions  it  involves,  and  from  its  being  founded  on  an 
erroneous  and  imperfect  view  of  the  phenomena  of  the 
Gospels,  so  that  it  neither  explains  nor  is  consistent  with 
those  phenomena.  What  the  objecjtions  are,  we  will  now 
consider. 

I.  The  imagined  Original  Gospel  must  have  been  a  work 
of  the  highest  authority.  This  is  implied  in  its  having 
been  made  the  basis  of  our  first  three  Gospels ;  and,  as 
is  supposed  by  Eichhom  and  Marsh,  of  other  Gospels  of  a 
similar  character.  Bishop  Marsh  likewise  supposes,  that  it 
was  "  drawn  up  from  communications  made  by  the  Apos- 
tles, and,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  only  a  work  of  good 
authority,  but  a  work  which  was  worthy  of  furnishing  ma- 
terials to  any  one  of  the  Apostles,  who  had  formed  a  reso- 
lution of  writing  a  more  complete  history.'^  t  Eichhom 
regards  it  as  having  been  a  work  sanctioned  by  the  Apostles, 


•  See  before,  p.  173,  seqq. 

t  Marsh's  Dissertation,  p.  363.    Comp.  IlltutnUion  of  bit  Hypoth- 
esis, p.  15,  seqq. 
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and  communicated  by  them  to  the  first  Christian  missiona- 
ries, to  guide  the  latter  in  their  preaching.* 

But  the  language  of  Bishop  Marsh,  in  calling  it  a  work 
"  of  good  authority,"  and  "  worthy  of  furnishing  materials 
for  an  Apostle,"  is  inadequate  to  express  its  character,  if  its 
origin,  and  the  use  which  was  made  of  it,  were  such  as* 
have  been  supposed.  It  must  have  been  a  work  of  the 
highest  authority.  Coming  forth  under  the  sanction  of  the 
Apostles,  and  founded  on  their  communications,  it  must 
have  commanded 'Universal  credence  among  believers.  It 
cannot  be,  nor  is  it  supposed,  that  it  was  a  private,  unpub- 
lished writing.  It  would  not  have  been  kept  back  from  any 
who  wished  to  possess  it.  It  was  translated  (as  is  part  of 
the  hypothesis)  into  the  Greek  language ;  and  copies  of  it, 
therefore,  must  have  been  widely  circulating,  wherever 
Christianity  was  spread.  No  satisfactory  account,  then,  can 
be  given,  I  do  not  say  merely  of  the  fact,  that  tJiere  are 
no  historical  notices  of  the  existence  of  such  a  work ;  but 
of  the  fact,  that  it  has  not  been  actually  preserved^  at  least 
in  its  Greek  translation. 

It  may,  indeed,  be  said,  that  it  was  so  altered,  and  so 
blended  with  various  additions,  in  the  different  copies  and 
refashionings  which  were  made  of  it,  as,  in  this  manner,  to 
become  lost  as  a  separate  work.  But  those  addi^ons  and 
alterations,  according  to  the  hypothesis,  were  made  by 
anonymous  copyists.  They  were  supported,  therefore,  by 
no  authority  publicly  known  and  acknowledged.  No  one 
could  be  certain,  except  through  private  information,  by 
whom  they  were  made,  or  on  what  grounds.  But  the 
Original  Gospel,  in  its  primary,  uncorrupted  state,  was  a 
work  of  a  very  different  character,  carrjong  with  it  the 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.  Vol.  I.  p.  1,  scqq.,  p.  162,  seqq. 
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atrthority  of  the  Apoftles*  If  we  i^ould  ftdmit,  that  some 
copies  of  this  document,  containing  certain  additions,  had 
been  made  by  particular  individuals  for  their  own  use  ;  yet 
there  can  be  no  reasonable  question,  that  the  copies  in  com- 
mon circulation  would  be  conformed  to  the  original  text 

To  account  for  its  loss,  therefore,  as  a  separate  w<»^ 
the  opposite  ground  has  been  taken  ;  it  has  been  said,  that 
'^  each  of  the  first  three  Gospels  contained  the  wk^le  of  this 
document,"  and  that,  consequently,  whoever  possessed  any 
one  of  the  former  possessed  the  whole  of  the  latter  in  its 
primitive  state,  and  could,  therefore,  have  had  no  motive  for 
procuring  a  separate  copy  of  it.*  This  is  a  propomtioB 
which  will  hereafter  be  examined  at  length ;  but  I  may  here 
answer,  briefly,  that  the  fact  is  not  as  stated.  The  Original 
Grospel  does  not  lie  imbedded,  in  its  primitive  form,  in  aoy 
one  of  the  first  three  Grospels.  We  cannot  strike  off  por- 
tions from  either  of  them,  so  as  to  leave  a  work,  which, 
when  &irly  exhibited,  any  one  will  pretend  is  the  ancient 
document  in  question,  or  any  thing  very  like  it  Ai\er  the 
publication  of  these  Grospels,  therefore,  the  Original  Gospel 
still  remained  a  distinct  work,  and  a  work  of  the  highest 
authority,  value,  and  curiosity.  It  was,  at  least,  as  much 
worth  preserving,  and  as  likely  to  be  preserved,  together 
with  those  three  Gospels,  as  any  one  of  the  three,  together 
with  the  other  two.  But  no  such  work  has  been  preserved ; 
no  memory  of  such  a  work  can  be  discovered ;  and,  there- 
fore, there  is  a  strong  improbability  that  such  a  work  ever 
existed.  If,  for  any  reason,  we  were  to  imagine,  that  the 
disciples  of  Socrates  sanctioned  and  circulated  some  histoary 
of  their  master,  which  has  disappeared,  and  of  which  no 
mention  is  extant,  the  supposition  would  be  lestf  incredible. 

*  Manh'i  Illustration  of  his  Hypotbeaii,  p.  54. 
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It  would  be  difficult  to  conceive  of  any  andent  work  to 
unlikely  to  be  lost  and  utterly  forgotten,  as  an  account  of 
Christ,  composed  fron  the  communications  of  his  Apostles, 
and  published  under  their  sanction,  which  had  once  been 
in  common  use  among  Christi«ns.r 

IL  Rbspictiiio  the  supposed  additions  to  the  Onginal 
Gospel,  Bishop  Marsh  says,  that,  in  process  of  time,  as  new 
communications  from  the  Apostles,  and  other  eyewitnesses, 
hrou^t  to  light  additional  circumstaiices  or  transactioos, 
which  had  been  unnoticed  in  the  Original  Gospel,  thoae 
who  possessed  copies  of  it  added  in  their  manuscripts  such 
additional  circumstances  and  transactions ;  and  these  addi- 
tions, in  subsequent  copies,  w^re  inserted  in  the  text.*  In 
order  to  form  ^  documents  imaged  to  have  been  used 
by  the  Evangelists,  five  such  transcriptions  of  the  Qrigi- 
nal  Grospel  are  the  fewest  that  can  be  supposed ;  and 
these  must  have  been  made  by  transcribers  who  did  not 
conmumicate  their  respective  additions  to  each  other.f 
Eichhom  sa3rs,  that  it  had  passed  through  many  hands  be- 
fore being  used  by  the  authors  of  our  present  Gospels ;  and 
theft  its  possessors,  copyists,  and  translators  had  made  ad* 
ditions  in  their  respective  copies,  either  from  their  personal 
knowledge,  or  from  the  information  of  credible  men,  of  cir- 
cumstances or  transactions  vfhich  had  been  omitted  in  those 
eopies.|  It  is  supposed,  in  these  representations,  that  many 
different  enlarged  copies  of  the  Original  Gospel  were  in 
common  circulation,  superseding  the  cQpies  of  it  in  its  prim- 
itive state. 

But  to  this  supposition  are  opposed  considerations  which 

*  DiMertatioii,  p.  366.  t  Ibid.  p.  967. 

t  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.  1. 179, 173. 
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have  been  already  stated.  Accounts  claiming  the 
est  credit,  as  sanctioned  by  the  Apostles,  would  not  have 
been  confounded  with  accounts  collected  by  anonymous 
transcribers,  as  if  the  latter  were  of  equal  authority  with 
the  former.  A  work  of  such  character  and  claims  as  the 
Original  Grospel  would  not  have  been  tampered  with  in 
the  manner  supposed.  The  original  life  of  the  founder  of 
our  religion,  proceeding  from  those  whom  he  had  selected 
to  be  eyewitnesses  of  the  truth,  and  circulating  among  their 
disciples,  was  not  a  work  to  be  subjected  to  a  series  of 
interpolations  so  extraordinary  as  to  be  without  parallel  in 
literary  history.* 

in.  Ws  may  next  observe,  that  the  suppositicm  that  the 
Original  (rospel  was  subjected  to  this  continual  process  of 
fancied  improvement,  and  that  so  much  care  was  taken  by 
so  many  transcribers  to  retouch  and  complete  it,  is  alto- 
gether inconsistent  with  the  genius  and  habits  of  the  Jews 
of  Palestine,  among  whom  those  transcribers  must  have 
been  found.  The  Original  (rospel  is  supposed  to  have  been 
written  in  Hebrew,  and  the  additions,  in  its  difierent  copies, 
to  have  been  made  in  the  same  language.    But  the  Jews  of 


*  Conaideratioiifl  of  this  Mit,  perhaps,  induced  Bishop  Marsh  to 
change  somewhat  the  representation  which  he  had  given,  respecting 
the  supposed  additions  to  the  Original  Gospel,  in  his  Dissertation  on 
the  Origin  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  and  to  propose  another  in  one 
of  his  defences  of  that  work.  In  his  Dissertation,  he  speaks,  in  com- 
mon with  Eichhom,  of  those  additions  as  having  been  inserted  in  the 
text  of  the  copies  used  bj  the  Evangelists ;  in  his  Illustration  of  his 
Hypothesis  (p.  79),  he  supposes,  that  they  may  have  been  only 
written  in  the  margin  of  their  copies,  each  of  which,  accordingly, 
would  contain  the  same  text  of  the  original  Hebrew  document,  sur- 
rounded with  different  sets  of  these  "  marginal  additions." 
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P^estine  were  not  writers.  They  had  no  profane  litera- 
ture. They  had  scarcely  any  acquaintance  with  other 
books  than  the  books  of  the  Old  Testament  With  the 
exception  of  these  writings,  they  were  not  in  the  habit  of 
relying  upon  books  to  preserve  the  memory  of  facts  or 
doctrines.  Their  literature,  such  as  it  was,  connected  almost 
solely  with  their  religion  and  laws,  was,  in  great  part,  tra- 
ditionary and  oral.  Now,  under  a  strong  impulse,  and  the 
action  of  very  powerful  motives,  writers  may  appear  among 
such  a  people,  as  did  the  Evangelists  and  Apostles ;  writers 
discovering  all  that  want  of  skill  and  facility  in  composition 
which  characterizes  the  Gospels ;  but,  such  being  the  state 
of  letters  among  the  Jews  of  Palestine,  it  would  have  been 
very  foreign  from  their  habits  to  commit  to  writing,  in  the 
margin  of  their  manuscripts  of  the  Original  Grospel,  ac- 
counts of  particular  transactions  and  sayings,  not  mentioned 
in  it  Being  unaccustomed  to  the  use  of  books  except 
those  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  having  but  an  imperfect 
sense. of  the  utility  of  books,  it  is  not  to  be  believed,  that 
the  possessors  of  that  work  should,  at  once,  have  become 
so  busy  about  correcting  and  completing  it  in  their  particu- 
lar copies.  They  never  would  have  thought  of  making  a 
record  of  any  new  fact  which  might  have  come  to  their 
knowledge,  through  fear  that  it  would  be  forgotten  by  them- 
selves, or  that  its  memory  would  perish,  unless  put  down  in 
writing.  Even  among  readers  of  the  present  day,  different 
as  our  intellectual  habits  are  from  those  of  the  Jews,  and 
accintomed  as  we  are  to  rely  upon  books  and  writings  as 
the  depositories  of  our  knowledge,  it  is  rare  to  make  manu- 
script additions  to  a  work  of  new  facts  connected  with  its 
subject  Especially,  one  is  not  likely  to  record  in  this 
manner  facts  of  common  notoriety.  But  those  narratives 
respecting  Christ,  which  we  find  in  the  first  three  Gospels, 
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were^  without  doubt,  nich  at  the  Apostles  really  oonmnmi* 
cated,  and  such,  therefore,  as  were  fiuniHarly  known  to  their 
converts. 

rV.  Lbt  us  suppose,  however,  that  the  imagined  Original 
Gospel,  with  its  various  enlarged  copies,  may  have  existed. 
Still,  we  cannot  believe  that  the  Evangelists  would  each 
have  made  use  of  such  an  enlarged  copy  of  it,  in  the  man- 
ner supposed,  as  the  basis  of  his  woriL  According  to  the 
hypothesis,  the  additional  matter  in  the  respective  docu- 
ments  used  by  them  had  been  collected  by  a  succession  of 
transcribers.  But  the  Aposde  Matthew  would  not  have  had 
recourse  to  such  indirect  and  uncertain  authority,  for  ac* 
counts  of  acts  and  discourses  of  our  Saviour,  which  either 
he  himself,  or  the  other  Apostles,  had  seen  and  heard.  He 
would  not  have  gone  among  the  Christian  converts  to  leara 
from  them  what  had  been  communicated  to  them  by  him* 
self  and  the  other  Apostles,  concerning  the  life  of  his  Mas- 
ter, 80  that  he  might  collect  materials  for  his  history.  To 
admit  the  hypothesis  is  to  admit  that  he,  though  an  eye- 
witness, and  the  companion  of  eyewitnesses,  chose  to  adopt 
iAie  narmtives  of  individuals  who  had  received  their  knowl- 
edge more  or  less  remotely  from  himself,  and  from  others 
like  himself.  It  is  to  suppose,  that  the  information  which 
had  been  derived  from  Apostles  and  eyewitnesses,  after 
passing  through  various  chumels,  flowed  upward  to  supply 
its  source.  The  difficulty  is  essentially  the  same  in  regard 
to  Marie  and  Luke,  the  constant  companions  of  the  Apostles. 
They  would  not  have  adopted  the  writings  supposed,  as 
their  main  authority.  They  would  not  have  had  recourse 
to  so  indirect  and  unsatisfectory  a  mode  of  <^)taining  dioee 
materials  for  their  history,  which  they  might  have  received, 
and  which,  indeed,  they  could  not  but  be  continually  receiv- 
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iDg,  at  first  hand,  from  those  with  whom  they  were  inti- 
mately oonrersant  It  serves,  likewise,  to  aggravate  the 
improbability  of  the  supposition  in  question,  that  each  of 
the  first  three  Evangelists  is  represented  as  having  been 
content  with  one  of  the  enlai^ed  copies  of  the  Original 
Grospel,  when  there  were,  at  least,  two  other  difierent  forms 
of  it  in  existence,  and  one  does  not  know  how  many  more. 
We  must  believe  them  to  have  taken  but  little  pains  to 
procure  and  compare  documents. 

V.  The  supposition,  that  the  first  three  Evangelists  thus 
formed  their  histories,  is,  besides,  opposed  to  Luke^s  own 
testimony,  and  to  all  the  historical  evidence  which  bears 
upon  the  sutject  The  latter  evidence  is  confirmed  by  its 
correspondence  with  what  we  may  reasonably  suppose  to 
have  been  the  case.  St  Luke  thus  speaks  in  the  com- 
mencement of  his  Grospel: — ''Since  many  have  undertaken 
to  arrange  a  narrative  of  the  events  accomplished  among 
us,  conformably  to  the  accounts  given  us  by  those  who 
were  eyewitnesses  from  the  beginning,  and  have  become 
ministers  of  the  religion,  I  have  determined  also,  having 
accurately  informed  myself  of  all  things  from  the  begin- 
ning, to  ¥nrite  to  you,  most  excellent  Theophilus,  a  con- 
nected account,  that  you  may  know  the  truth  concerning 
the  relations  which  you  have  heard.^^  In  these  words, 
Luke  recognizes  distinctly  the  accounts  of  the  Apostles  as 
the  primary  authority  for  the  history  of  Jesus.  To  those 
accounts,  it  was  the  purpose  of  all  written  narratives  to 
conform.  Having  constant  and  direct  access  to  this  primary 
source  of  information,  it  was  on  this,  therefore,  that  he  re- 
lied. The  composition  of  his  own  (rospel  shows,  that  he 
was  not  satisfied  with  any  of  the  narratives  extant,  with 
which  he  was  acquainted.    They  probably  contained  more 
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or  less  error,  the  accouDts  of  the  Apostles  haring  been 
misuDderstood  by  the  narrator.  Luke,  therefore,  would  not 
adopt  any  one  of  these  as  his  main  authority.  When  he 
speaks  of  the  Apostles,  with  whom  he  was  conversant,  as 
the  sources  of  information  respecting  the  history  of  Christ, 
and  of  his  own  diligence  in  collecting  information,  we 
cannot  believe  that  all  he  meant  was,  that  he  had  ob- 
tained two  of  the  previous  documents  referred  to  by  him, 
which  had  passed  through  the  hands  of  several  transcribers, 
who  had  enlarged  them  with  new  matter,  and  that  he  con- 
tented himself  with  translating  these  documents,  and  mak- 
ing a  few  additions,  and,  perhaps,  corrections. 

We  learn  from  Luke,  that  the  written  accounts  of  the  min- 
istry of  Christ,  which  were  in  the  possession  of  some  Chris- 
tians at  the  time  when  he  wrote,  were  founded,  directly  or 
indirectly,  upon  the  oral  accounts  of  the  Apostles.  With- 
out such  express  information,  we  might  have  concluded, 
beforehand,  that  this  must  have  been  the  fact  The  Apos- 
tles must  have  been  continually  called  upon  to  relate  the 
actions  and  discourses  of  Christ ;  and  their  conversation 
and  preaching  must  have  a£S>rded  to  one  conversant  with 
them,  authentic  materials  for  such  a  history  as  we  find  in 
any  one  of  our  first  three  Gospels.  That  such  were  the 
materials  principally  used  by  Luke,  we  may  conclude  from 
what  has  been  said.  That  Mark  thus  derived  his  informa- 
tion is  stated  by  Papias,  who  wrote,  probably,  not  more 
than  about  sixty  years  after  the  Evangelist.  According  to 
him,  Mark  accompanied  Peter,  who,  it  would  appear,  was 
not  able  to  use  the  Greek  language  with  freedom,  as  his 
interpreter;  and  wrote  down  from  memory  those  actions 
and  discourses  of  Christ,  which  the  Apostle  had  narrated  in 
his  preaching.*    The  account  of  IrensBus  is  the  same :  — 

*  See  before,  pp.  341,  242. 
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"  Mark,"  he  says,  ^^  the  disciple  and  interpreter  of  Peter, 
delivered  to  us  in  writing  what  Peter  had  preached ;  and 
Luke,  the  companion  of  Paul,  recorded  the  Grospel  preached 
by  him."*  Clement  of  Alexandria, t  and  Tertullian,| 
with  other  later  fathers,  make  similar  statements  respect- 
ing the  Gospels  of  Mark  and  Luke.  But  it  is  unnecessary 
to  multiply  quotations ;  since  the  fact  cannot  be  disputed, 
that  it  is  the  uniform  testimony  of  ancient  writers,  that 
the  narratives  contained  in  the  first  three  Grospels  were 
such  as  had  been  orally  related  by  the  Apostles ;  and  that 
Matthew  wrote  down  what  he  had  preached,  and  Mark  and 
Luke  what  they  had  heard. 

VI.  There  are  two  aspects  under  which  the  character  of 
the  supposed  Original  Gospel  has  been  presented,  both 
equally  required  by  the  hypothesis,  but  irreconcilable  with 
each  other. 

On  the  one  hand,  it  appears  as  a  work  drawn  up  from 
communications  made  by  the  Apostles,  sanctioned  by  them, 
circulating  widely  among  Christians,  so  as  very  early  to  be 
translated  into  Greek,  and  forming  the  basis  of  three  out 
of  four  of  those  histories  of  Christ,  which  alone  obtained 
general  reception  among  Christians  as  the  foundation  of 
their  faith.  It  seems  impbssible  that  such  a  work  should 
have  perished,  and  all  memory  of  it  have  been  lost. 

But  the  hypothesis  equally  demands,  that  a  different  view 
should  be  given  of  it,  according  to  which  the  writing  in 
question  was  only  a  brief  abstract  of  some  of  the  principal 
events  in  Christ^s  ministry.  It  contained  what  the  three 
Evangelists  have  in  common,  that  is,  those  passages  in 

*  See  before,  p.  131.  t  See  before,  p.  141. 

t  Advere.  Marc.  Lib.  IV.  c.  5.  p.  416. 
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which  they  all  coincide  with  one  another  in  presenting  the 
same  sense,  though,  perhaps,  in  dif^rent  words.  There 
ha^e  been  very  vague  notions  of  what  may  be  called  com- 
mon in  the  contents  of  the  first  three  Qospels ;  but  in  the 
sense  just  explained,  which  is  required  by  the  hypothesis, 
the  matter  common  to  those  Gospels  would  not  form  a  work 
of  half  the  size  of  Mark^s  Gro^)el.  Accordingly,  Bishop 
Marsh  calls  the  supposed  document  ^  the  first  sketch  of  a 
narrative  of  Christ^s  ministry," •  and  says :  —  "It  must  not 
be  considered  as  a  finished  history,  but  as  a  document  con- 
taining only  materials  for  a  history ;  and,  as  those  materials 
were  probably  not  all  communicated  at  the  same  time,  we 
must  suppose,  that  they  were  not  all  placed  in  exact  chrono- 
logical order."  t  They  are  supposed  to  have  been  in  the 
order  in  which  Mark  and  Luke  coincide,  in  opposition  to 
Matthew.  According  to  Eichhom,  it  was  a  "  rough  sketch," 
**  defective,"  "  imperfect,"  "  unfinished  "  ;  to  the  text  of 
which  the  briefest  narratives  that  can  be  selected  by  com- 
paring together  the  parallel  passages  of  the  first  three 
Gospels,  and  those  of  which  the  clauses  are  least  connected, 
approximate  most  nearly4 

Now,  as  the  former  account  of  the  book  seemed  to  make 
it  incredible  that  such  a  work  should  have  perished, 
so  this  last  accoimt  appears  to  render  it  equally  incredible 
that  such  a  work  should  have  existed.  According  to  this 
view  of  it,  it  must  have  been  more  like  a  collection  of 
memoranda  for  a  history,  than  a. history  itself.  No  reason- 
able purpose  of  a  work  of  this  kind  can  be  imagined.  It 
could  not  have  been  to  aid  the  memcNry  oi  the  Apostles  and 
the  first  preachers  of  Christianity,  and  their  immediate  con- 


*  Dissertation,  p.  196.  t  Ibid.  p.  ^62. 

t  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    1. 169,  seqq.  188. 


CORRESPONPENCES  OF  THE  GOSPELS.   cW 

verta.  Ther  IkctB  miniUed  6pwn  in  u  were  not  likely  to  slip 
from  their  recollection.  It  could  xiot  have  been  to  convey 
instruction  to  tl^pse  who  had  no  other  or  no  adequate  nieans 
of  obtaining  a  knowledge  of  the  history  of  Jesus.  It  was 
nmek  too  meagre  for  tkis  purposew  It  was  in  no  respect 
adapted  to  suck  an  end.  It  must  have  requijFed  a  perpetual 
conMnantaiy  to  r^der  it  intelligible.  Such  a  work  H»ust 
have  been  equia)ly  worthleas  to  any  class  of  readers  for 
whom  one  may  fency  it  to  have  been  inteodsd. 

It  may  be  worth  while  to  add  the  iiemarii,  that  if  the 
Apostles  coUiectively  bad  been  concerned  in  the  preparation 
of  any  history  of  Jesus,  there  is  no  part  of  it  to  whioh«  we 
may  reasonably  suppose^  they  would  have  given  moie  al- 
tantion  than  to  the  narrative  of  the  death  a^d  resurrection 
of  their  Master.  In  regard  to  these  events,  there  was  a 
special  reason  for  comparing  together  their  separate  knowl* 
edge,  an  different  circumstances  had  been  witnessed  by  dif- 
ferent individuals.  But  throughout  that  portion  of  the  his* 
tory  which  follows  the  apprehension  of  Jesus,  there  is 
seaioely  ground  for  a  pretences  that  traces  of  a  common 
doeument  may  be  discovered. 

VIL  But,  in  the  last  place^dte  hypothesis  in  question 
does  not  correspond  to,  and  expbtin,  the  phenomena  pre* 
senled  by  the  first  tbree  Gospels.  That  it  does  correspond 
to  them  is  regarded  by  ita  defbnders  as  the  main  proof  of 
ili  truth.  If  thist  proof  fi&il,  dierelbre,  the  hypothesis  must 
f^  at  once^  without  the  pressure  of  those  objections  that 
have  been  urged  against  it 

We  may  observe,  then,  that  in  order  to  render  probable 
the  existence  of  the  su|^>osed  Original  Grospel,  used  as  a 
document  by  the  first  tbree  Evaagelista,  we  shouM  be  able, 
in  each  of  Aeir  Gospela,  to  discov^  certain  portiona  which 
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would  easily  separate  from  the  rest  of  the  work ;  and  which, 
when  arranged  in  order,  would  compose  such  a  document 
as  is  imagined  to  have  existed.  This  document,  as  dis- 
engaged from  each  of  the  Grospels,  should  agree  with  itself 
in  ideas  and  in  expression,  without  any  other  difierences 
than  might  fairly  be  accounted  for  as  intentional  improve- 
ments. The  case  should  be  similar  in  regard  to  those 
additions  to  this  document  which  were  used  in  common 
by  any  two  of  the  Evangelists.  These  results  are  what  we 
might  expect  from  the  use  supposed  of  common  written 
documents.  According  to  the  hypothesis,  their  language 
was,  in  great  part,  faithfully  copied  or  translated ;  they  re- 
sembled the  Gospels  in  their  modes  of  conception  and 
narration,  and  generally  in  their  use  of  words ;  and  there- 
fore no  deviations  from  them  would  be  made,  except  for 
what  was  esteemed,  at  least,  a  good  reason.  The  coinci- 
dence among  the  first  three  Evangelists  is  thought  to  be 
such  as  can  be  accounted  for  only  by  the  supposition  of 
their  having  copied  common  written  documents.  But, 
upon  this  supposition,  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  believe, 
that  they  did  not  uniformly  copy  those  documents,  except 
where  they  found  sufficient  cause  for  alteration.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  transcribers,  who  are  imagined  to  have 
intervened  between  the  composition  of  the  Original  Gospel 
and  that  of  our  first  three  Grospels  ;  and  to  have  gradually 
enlarged  the  former  by  their  additions,  till  it  assumed  the 
three  different  forms  in  which  it  was  used  by  the  Evange- 
lists. They  would  not  have  struck  off  from  &e  text  of 
their  fundamental  document,  a  work  of  the  highest  authori- 
ty, into  mere  wanton  or  unimportant  variations.  If  such  a 
document,  therefore,  had  ever  existed,  and  had  been  used 
as  the  basis  of  our  first  three  Gospeb,  each  of  them  would 
have  contained  it  in  something  very  like  its  original  form. 
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We  should  still  be  able  to  separate  it  from  the  additional 
matter  which  had  gathered  round  it.  But,  as  has  been 
before  said,  no  such  restoration  of  the  Original  Grospel  can 
be  effected.  No  such  common  document,  serving  as  a 
basis  of  each  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  can  be  discovered 
by  a  comparison  of  them  with  each  other.  Yet,  the  de- 
fenders of  the  hypothesis,  having  recognized  that  the  resto- 
ration of  the  Original  Grospel  is  essential  to  the  proof  of  its 
ever  having  existed,  have  spoken  as  if  this  restoration  might 
be,  and  had  been,  effected. 

Eichhom  affirms,  that,  by  comparing  the  first  three 
Grospels  together,  ^^  we  are  able,  even  now,  to  separate  the 
earlier  Life  of  Jesus  (the  Original  (rospel)  from  all  subse- 
quent additions,  and,  collecting  it  out  of  those  Gospels,  to 
restore  it  again  free  from  all  the  traditions  of  later  times  ^' ;  * 
and  he  himself  undertakes  its  restoration.t  Bishop  Marsh 
says  respecting  Eichhorn^s  attempt,  that  "  he  has  investi- 
gated the  contents  of  the  assumed  original  document  as  it 
elisted  in  its  primitive  state.''  ^^  The  principle  which  he 
adopts  in  this  investigation  is  the  following :  that  all  those 
portions  which  are  common  to  all  three  Evangelists  were 
originally  contained  in  the  common  document"  ^^  Hence, 
according  to  Eichhom,  the  original  document  contained  the 
following  sections,  which  are  common  to  all  the  three  Evan- 
gelists.'' He  then  gives  a  table  of  the  contents  of  forty-two 
sections  (afterwards  enlarged  by  Eichhorn  to  forty-four),  m 
which  the  Evangelists  relate,  in  common,  the  same  transac- 
tions, and  adds,  —  ^'  These  were  the  contents,  according  to 
Eichhom's  hypothesis,  of  the  orig'mal  document  supposed  to 
have  been  used  by  St.  Matthew,  St.  Mark,  and  St  Luke. 
They  contain  a  short,  but  well-connected  representation 

•  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    1. 145.  t  Ibid.  L  pp.  186  -  304. 
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of  the  principal  tuaasactions  aC  Christ,  from  his  baptism  to 
his  ddath ;  they  ^are  such  as  migbt  i>e  expected  in  die 
first  sketch  of  a  nanative  of  Christ's  miiiMtry.^' *  This 
language  is  exceedingly  vague;  since,  in  the  foTty-tiN> 
or  forty-four  sections  of  £ichhom,  the  parallel  passages  of 
the  three  Evangelists  vary  much  iVora  eacAi  other,  and  it 
cannot  be  determined,  theref<M«,  what  B«bop  Marsh  meant 
by  ^^  portions  common  to  all  three  iE^vangelists,^'  or  what  he 
asserts  to  have  been  the  conteiseB  of  the  oHgmal  deonment 
Elsewhere  he  affirms,  that  '^  the  ^whoie  of  die  document  in 
its  primitive  state  was  [is]  contained  in  each  of  the  Gospels 
of  St.  MaUhew,  St  Mark,  and  St.  Lake.''  t  Eichhom's 
general  notion  is,  that,  through  a  compaiison  of  Ihe  parallel 
passages  of  the' first  three  Gospels,  we  may  disengage  a  brief 
original  narrative,  the  common  basis  of  all,  by  taking  only 
those  parts  of  such  passages  as  are  common  to  all,  and  com- 
bining them  together.  But  his  attempt  to  accomplish  this,  if 
the  design  were  not  avowed,  might  be  considered  as  an 
argument  to  prove  its  impracticability.  Of  this,  however,  no 
othdr  proof  is  necessary  than  what  any  concordance  of  the 
Gk)spels  may  furnish.  The  passages  of  the  three  Evange- 
lists, which  are  coincident  or  equivalent,  in  Uiat  strict  sense 
of  the  terms  which  reasoning  on  this  subject  requires,  «re 
too  f^w,  and  too  much  broken  into  fragments,  to  serve  for 
the  construction  of  an  Original  Gospel.  The  fact  may  be 
considered  as  acktK>wledged  by  Eichhom  himself  in  the  veiy 
commencement  of  his  undertaking;  for  he  says,— **^e 
are  seldom  nble  to  determine,  as  to  the  words,  how  much  orig- 
inally belonged  to  the  primidve  teit,  since  wte  are  aoqtttiilt- 


*  Dissertation,  pp.  192  - 196. 

t  Defence  of  the  Illustration,  p.  38.    See  also  a  passage  to  the 
same  tfffeim,  qifttted  ftoin  him  before,  on  p.  odvi. 
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ed  with  it  only  through  translationB  ^'  (the  OrigmeJ  Gos- 
pel having  been  written  in  Hebraw,  while  our  present  Qm- 
pels  are  in  Greek).  ^^  We  must  almost  always  be  content 
with  determining  which  of  the  £>vangelists  retains  it  in  the 
purest  state.^'  *  The  mention  of  translations  in  this  passage 
is  one  of  those  insertions  of  an  irrelevant  thought  by  which 
a  writer  confuses  his  conceptions,  and  disguises  them  from 
himself  and  others.  What  is  required  for  the  proposed 
restoration  of  the  Original  Gospel  is,  that  certain  passages 
should  be  selected  from  each  of  the  three  Gospels,  equiva- 
lent in  their  direct  meaning  to  passages  that  may  be  select* 
ed  from  the  other  two,  and  capable  of  being  put  together 
into  a  regular  narrative  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus.  If  in 
each  of  the  Grospels  were  incorporated  a  correct  translation 
of  such  a  narrative,  this  might  easily  be  done. 

But  all  that  has  been  actually  performed .  is  little  more 
than  the  simple  operation  of  distinguishing  the  parallel  pas- 
sages of  die  first  three  Gospels,  and  then  arranging  in  a 
table  the  titles  of  their  subjects,  in  the  order  of  Marie  and 
Luke.  The  Original  Gospel,  it  is  concluded,  consisted  of 
accounts  of  facts  and  discourses,  related  in  those  passages, 
arranged  in  this  order.  But  no  one  will  pretend,  when  the 
statement  is  brought  distinctly  to  this  point,  that  there  may 
be  found  in  each  Gospel  a  series  of  words  coincident  in 
meaning  with  a  similar  series  to  be  found  in  each  of  the 
other  two,  which  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as  rep- 
resenting the  text  of  the  Original  Gospel.  The  error  has 
been  in  considering  as  common  to  the  three  Gospels  narra- 
tives different  fh>m  each  other,  because  they  relate  in  com- 
mon to  the  same  events.  Identity  of  subject  has  been  con- 
founded with  identity  of  form  and  circumstance. 

-  Eml«itind.'N.T.    I.1B8. 
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The  accounts  in  the  first  three  Gospels,  which  relate  to 
the  same  events,  are  in  no  case  strictly  the  same.  Thej 
are  .corresponding  accounts,  resembling  each  other  more  or 
less  closely,  sometimes  presenting  very  striking  coinciden- 
ces, and,  at  other  times,  diverging  into  real  or  apparent 
discrepances.  Throughout  those  writings,  the  narratives 
of  the  same  events  present  such  variations  from  each  other 
as  show,  that  the  authors  of  the  Giospels  did  not  respectively 
copy  them  from  the  same  written  archet)rpe,  but  were  in- 
dependent narrators.     To  this  fact  we  will  now  attend. 

To  the  supposition,  that  any  one  of  the  first  three  Evan- 
gelists copied  from  either  of  the  others,  it  has  been  consid- 
ered as  a  strong  objection,  that,  in  this  case,  when  we  find 
difierences  in  the  relation  of  the  same  events,  we  must  view 
them  as  intentional  alterations,  that  often  no  purpose  of  such 
alterations  can  be  discovered,  and,  consequently,  it  is  im- 
probable that  they  would  intentionally  be  made.  But  it 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  observed,  that  the  hypothesis  of 
a  common  document  is  exposed  equally  to  this  objection. 
We  can  no  more  account  for  the  variations  of  the  Evange- 
lists from  the  text  of  the  Original  Grospel,  than,  upon  the 
other  supposition,  we  can  account  for  their  variations  one 
from  another.  If  it  be  said,  that  the  alterations  in  question 
were  not  made  by  the  Evangelists,  but  by  that  series  of 
transcribers  who  are  imagined  to  have  intervened  between 
the  composition  of  the  Original  Grospel  and  that  of  our  first 
three  Grospels,  this  is  merely  throwing  back  the  difficulty, 
without  removing  it.  The  objection  is,  not  that  these  alter- 
ations were  made  by  any  particular  individuals,  but  that 
they  were  made  at  all.  At  the  same  time,  if  it  be  sup- 
posed that  those  previous  transcribers  made  wanton  or  un- 
reasonable changes  in  the  text  which  they  were  copying,  the 
authority  of  their  copies  is  still  further  diminished ;  and  it 
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becomes  still  more  improbable  that  these  copies  should 
have  been  used  by  the  Evangelists  in  the  mamier  supposed. 
It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  not  the  importance  of  the 
changes  from  the  text  of  the  original  document,  that  one  or 
more  of  the  Evangelists  must  have  made  or  adopted,  which 
is  the  point  to  be  considered ;  because,  for  important  chan- 
ges, a  reason  might  exist ;  but  that  it  is  the  trifling  nature  of 
many  of  these  variations  which  renders  it  improbable  that 
they  would  have  been  made.  "With  these  views,  let  us 
compare  together  the  different  accounts  of  the  cure  of 
Peter's  wife's  mother,  and  of  many  others  at  Capernaum,  as 
related  by  the  three  Evangelists. 


Matthew  viii.  14  - 16. 

And  JesuB,  going  to 

the   house  of  Peter, 


■aw  hiB  wife's  mother 
lying  sick  with  a  fe- 
ver. 

And  he  touched  her 
hand,  and  the  fever 
left  her,  and  she  rose 
up  and  attended  upon 
them. 


And  when  it  was 
evening,  they  brought 
to  him  many  demoni- 
acs; and  he  cast  out 
the    spirits    with    a 


Mark  i.  29-34. 

And  immediately, 
upon  their  going  out 
of  the  synagogue, 
they  went  to  the 
house  of  Simon  and 
Andrew,  with  James 
and  John.  And  Si- 
mon's wife's  mother 
lay  sick  with  a  fever ; 
and  they  immediate- 
ly spoke  to  him  about 
her.  And  he  went 
to  her  and  raised  her 
up,  taking  hold  of 
her  hand;  and  the 
fever  immediately  left 
her,  and  she  attended 
upon  them. 

And  when  it  was 
evening,  the  sun  hav- 
ing set,  they  brought 
to  him  all  who  were 
diseased,  and  the  de- 


Luke  iv.  38-41. 

And  leaving  the 
synagogue  he  entered 
the  house  of  Simon. 


And  Simon's  wife's 
mother  was  laboring 
under  a  great  fever. 
And  they  'entreated 
him  for  her  sake. 
And  standing  over 
her,  he  rebuked  the 
fever,  and  it  left  her ; 
and,  rising  up  direct- 
ly, she  attended  upon 
them. 

And  when  the  sun 
had  set,  all  who  had 
with  them  persons  ill 
with  various  diseases 
brought  them  to  him ; 
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Matth«w.  Mark.  Luke> 

word,  and  healed  all    moaiacs.      And   tlie  and  he  laid  has  handi 

those  who  were  dia-    whole  oity  waa  col-  upon    evety    one    of 

eased.                             lected  about  the  door,  them,     and     healed 

And  he  healed  many  them.    And    demons 

who  were  sick  with  departed  from  many, 

Tarious  diseases,  and  crying  out  and  saying, 

cant    eat    many    do-  Thon  art  tfao  Son  of 

mens.    And   he    did  God.     And    he    re- 

not  suffer  the  demons  buked  them,  and  did 

to  speak,  because  they  not    allow    them    to 

knew  him.  speak,  because    they 

knew  him  to  be  the 

Messiah. 

If  we  imagine  an  original  narratiye  as  the  basis  of  these 
three  accounts,  it  is  evident,  that  two  at  least  of  the  Evan- 
gelists, or  their  predecessors,  must  have  varied  from  it  in  a 
manner  for  which  no  satisfactory  reason  can  be  given.  It 
will  simplify  our  language  on  the  subject,  and  the  result  of 
the  argument  will  be  the  same,  to  speak  of  these  variations 
as  made  by  die  Evangelists  themselves. 

It  is  not  probable,  then,  that  Matthew,  if  he  had  found 
the  name  of  Simon  in  a  document  sanctioned  by  the  other 
Apostles,  would  have  altered  it  to  Peter ;  or  that  Mark  or 
Luke  would  have  changed  Peter  to  Simon.  If  the  wntten 
account,  which  Luke  was  following,  had  shnply  said,  ^t 
Peter's  wife's  mother  was  lying  sick  with  a  fever,  there  is 
no  likelihood  that  he  would  have  changed  the  expression, 
so  as  to  say,  that  she  waa  '^  laboring  under  a  great  fever '' ; 
or,  if  this  had  been  the  original  statement,  no  reason  can 
be  given  why  Matthew  and  Mark  should  have  substituted 
words  less  strong.  With  a  written  account  for  their  guide, 
neither  Mark  nor  Luke  would  have  thought  it  necessary  to 
inaert  the  circumatance,  that  her  firiends  requested  the  mi- 
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vaoulout  aid  of  Jesus.  Nor,  if  this  had  stood  in  the  ortgi* 
nal  narrative,  could  there  have  been  any  cause  for  the  omis* 
sion  of  it  by  Matthew.  ^  And  he  touched  her  hand,^^  says 
Blatthew ;  ^  And  he  went  to  her  and  raised  her  up,  taking 
hold  of  her  hand,'^  says  Mark ;  *^  And  standing  over  her, 
he  rebuked  the  fever,*'  says  Luke ;  whichever  of  these  may 
be  fancied  the  original  expression,  it  would  he  difficult  to 
suggest  a  cause,  why  two  of  the  Evangelists  changed  it  for 
another.  Luke  says,  *^And  he  rebuked  the  fever,'*  — 
**  and  rising  up  directly,'*  she  attended  upon  them ;  which 
words  are  not  in  Matthew  nor  Mark ;  yet  they  are  not  likely 
to  have  been  inserted  by  Luke,  or  to  have  been  omitted  by 
the  other  two  Evangelists  in  transcribing  from  the  supposed 
document.  Nor  would  Maik,  I  think,  if  he  had  been  copy- 
ing a  previous  account,  have  interposed  his  favorite  word 
*^  immediately  **  three  times,  in  so  short  a  narrative.* 

In  the  account  of  the  cures  performed  in  the  evening, 
Mark  and  Luke  add  circumstances  not  mentioned  by  Mat- 
thew ;  —  respecting  the  crowd  about  the  door,  the  exclama- 
tions of  the  demoniacs,  and  the  silence  imposed  on  them  by 
Jesus ;  —  but,  in  regard  to  these  circumstances,  there  is  no 
appearance,  that  the  two  Evangelists  used  any  common 
written  authority.  Nor  is  any  solution  to  be  given  of  their 
other  variations  in  this  account,  fVom  Matthew  and  from 
each  other,  upon  the  supposition,  that  a  narrative  of  the 
supposed  Original  Grospel  was  taken  by  each  as  the  basis 
of  his  own. 

I  have  selected  this  example  merely  for  its  brevity.  It 
may  serve  as  a  specimen  of  those  appearances  which  run 


*  The  word  %Mmg»  immarffciK/y,  otcun,  acoordiog  to  Schiiiidt> 
Concordance,  forty  timet  in  Mark's  Gospel ;  that  is,  as  many  times 
as  in  all  the  other  books  of  the  New  Testament 
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through  all  the  parallel  passages  of  the  three  Evangelisti, 
and  which  show,  that  they  did  not  transcribe  or  translate 
from  any  common  written  document,  because,  upon  this 
supposition,  the  passages  must  be  regarded  as  presenting 
evident  variations  from  the  text  of  that  document,  which  it 
is  not  to  be  believed  that  any  copyist,  and  especiaUy  cop- 
3ristB  like  the  Evangelists,  would  have  made.  I  ¥dll  give 
a  smgle  other  specimen,  without  any  critical  remarks  upon 
it,  which,  like  the  former,  I  select  for  its  shortness. 


Matthew  xii.  46-  50.         Mark  iu.  31  -  35.  Luke  Tiii.  19  -  SI. 


*And  while  he  was 
yet  addreaung  the 
multitude,  lo !  hb 
mother  and  kingmen 
f  tood  without,  wishing 
to  speak  with  him. 

And  some  one  said  to 
him,  Lo !  thy  mother 
and  kinsmen  stand 
without,  wishing  to 
speak  with  thee.  But 
he  answered  him  who 
told  him,  Who  is  my 
mother  ?  and  who  are 
iny  kinsmen?  And, 
stretching  forth  his 
hand  toward  his  dis- 
ciples, he  said,  Lo ! 
my  mother  and  my 
kinsmen!  For  who- 
ever may  do  the  will 
of  my  Father  in  heav- 
en is  my  kinsman, 
and  kinswoman,  and 
mother. 


Then  his  mother 
and  his  kinsmen  came, 
and  standipg  without, 
sent  to  him  to  call 
him.  And  the  mul- 
titude were  sitting 
round  him ;  and  some 
said  to  him,  Lo!  thy 
mother  and  kinsmen 
and  kinswomen  are 
without,  wishing  for 
thee.  And  he  answer- 
ed them,  Who  is  my 
mother?  or  my  kins«> 
men  ?  And  looking 
round  upon  those 
who  were  sitting 
about  him,  he  said, 
Behold !  my  mother 
and  my  kinsmen ! 
For  whoever  may 
do  the  will  of  Grod  is 
my  kinsman,  and  kins- 
woman, pnd  mother. 


Then  his  mother  and 
kinsmen  came  to 
where  h^  was,  and 
were  not  abte  to 
get  to  him  for  the 
crowd.  And  this  was 
told  him  by  some 
who  said,  Thy  mother 
and  kinsmen  stand 
without,  desiroQs  to 
see  thee.  But  he  an- 
swered them. 


My  mother  and  my 
kinsmen  are  those 
who  hear  the  teaob- 
ing  of  God  and  obey 
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"  The  difference  of  expressioo,*^  says  Eichhorn,  **  and 
die  identity  of  the  train  of  thought,  assure  us  that  we  here 
read  three  different  Greek  translations  of  the  same  Hebrew 
text^^*  It  is  evident,  that,  in  this  remark,  resemblance 
and  general  equivalence  of  ideas  are  confounded  with  iden* 
tity.  The  passages  present  no  appearances,  which  do  not 
accord  with  the  supposition,  that  each  of  the  Evangelists, 
independently  of  any  Mrritten  document,  was  recordings 
conformably  to  his  own  conception  of  it,  a  well-known 
transaction,  that  had  been  often  orally  related ;  but  it  is 
impossible  that  their  three  varying  accounts  should  have 
been  founded  upon  one  original  written  narrative,  from 
which  its  transcribers  and  translators  did  not  depart  without 
some  reasonable  motive. 

Ws  proceed  to  another  consideration.  The  verbal  coin- 
cidences between  Mark  and  Luke  are  supposed  to  have 
been  produced  by  the  circumstance,  that,  in  translating 
the  same  Hebrew  document,  both  Evangelists  derived  as- 
sistance from  a  Greek  translation  of  it,  which  had  been 
made  before  the  composition  of  their  works.  But  the  verbal 
coincidence  between  Mark  and  Luke  is  not  great  It  con- 
sists, for  the  most  part,  of  single  clauses  or  sentences, 
rarely  extending  unbroken  through  two  whole  sentences 
together.  It  amounts  in  all  to  less  than  the  twelfth  part  of 
Markka  Crospel.  A  similar  objection,  therefore,  to  what  we 
have  just  been  considering  presents  itself  to  this  supposi- 
tion. It  requires,  to  render  it  probable,  much  more  identity 
of  language  than  exists  between  the  Evangelists,  unless 
we  imagine  them  to  have  departed,  without  reason^  from 
their  common  help,  the  former  Greek  translation.    It  rep- 

•  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.    I.  348. 
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tesents  both  the  Evangelists  as  going  Arou^  this  Greek 
translation,  picking  out  a  few  sentences  and  clauses  of  sen* 
tences  hexe  and  there,  and  these,  as  far  as  we  can  judge, 
the  renderings  of  passages  that  c^red  no  peculiar  difficul- 
ty, and,  after  copying  perhaps  a  dooen  words,  resuming 
their  own  language.  The  Evangelists  would  not  have  had 
recourse  to  a  translation  so  defective  as  to  afford  them  bat 
such  scanty  assistance. 

I  wiLt  mention  one  other  characteristic  of  the  Gospels, 
which  seems  whdly  irreconoilable  with  tibe  hypothesis  we 
are  considering.  It  is  the  uniform  and  distinguishing  style 
of  conception,  narration,  and  language  apparent  in  each. 
The  Crospel  of  Luke,  according  to  the  hypothesis,  must  be 
a  compound  of  materials  furnished  by  at  least  five  different 
writers,  the  author  of  the  Original  Gospel,  the  compiler  who 
made  the  additions  to  it  wluch  Luke  has  in  common  with 
Matthew  alone,  the  compiler  who  made  the  additions  which 
he  has  in  common  with  Mark  alone,  the  authcMr  c^  the 
imagined  Crnomologia^  and  himself.  I  mention  Luke^s 
Gospel  as  the  more  striking  case,  because  we  have  this  in 
the  original ;  whereas  Matthew's  Giospel,  being  extant  only 
in  a  translation,  there  is  one  particular,  its  uniformity  in 
the  use  of  language,  from  which  we  cannot  argue  with  the 
same  confidence.  But  Matthew's  Grospel  is  distinguished 
by  other  well-defined  features,  though,  according  to  the 
hypothesis,  it  was  composed  of  as  various  materials  as  those 
of  Luke's  Giospel.  Soalso  was  that  of  Mark,  except  that  he 
is  not  thou^t  to  have  used  the  Gnomologia.  But,  through- 
out  each  of  the  Gospels,  except  in  the  account  of  the  mi- 
raculous conception  by  Luke,  of  which  I  have  already 
spoken,  and  in  some  few  passages,  before  noticed,  which  lie 
under  the  suspicion  of  being  spuriQUS>  there  is  no  diversity 
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of  character  betraying  the  work  of  difbrent  hands.  The 
uniform  texture  of  each  Gospel  shows  it  not  to  be  a  piece 
of  patchwork.  Each  proves  itself  to  be  the  production  of  a 
single  writer,  by  discovering  throughout  the  workings  of  an 
individual  mind. 

NoTWiTHSTANDiNO,  therefore,  the  ingenuity  and  labor 
with  which  the  hypothesis  in  question  has  been  defended,  I 
believe  the  objections  to  which  it  is  exposed  occur,  in  a 
more  or  less  definite  form,  to  almost  every  one  who  has 
examined  it.  It  supposes  an  Original  Grospet,  sanctioned 
by  the  Apostles ;  yet,  had  such  a  work  existed,  we  cannot 
believe,  that,  even  if  the  Hebrew  original  had  perished,  its 
Greek  translation  would  have  been  lost,  and  no  memory  of 
the  book  remain.  It  supposes  this  book  to  have  been 
treated  in  a  manner  without  a  parallel  in  literary  history,  and 
wholly  inconsistent  with  the  authority  which  must  have 
been  ascribed  to  it.  It  implies  a  solicitude  about  the  finish* 
ing  and  refashioning  of  writings,  altogether  inconsistent  with 
the  character  and  habits  of  the  Jews  of  Palestine.  It  re- 
quires us  to  believe,  that  the  Evangelists  copied  into  their 
histories  the  collections  of  anon3rmous  individuals;  when 
one  of  them  was  an  eyewitness  of  the  events  which  he 
related,  and  the  other  two  were  in  habits  of  continual  inter- 
course with  those  who,  like  him,  were  the  primary  sour- 
ces of  information  respecting  the  history  of  Jesus,  and  the 
business  of  whose  lives  was  to  afibrd  this  information 
to  others.  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  account  which  Luke 
gives  of  the  manner  in  which  he  procured  the  materials 
for  his  Grospel,  and  with  the  historical  notices  which  we 
have  of  the  composition  of  the  Grospels  of  Matthew  and 
Bfark,  notices  which,  so  far  as  they  represent  these  Gos- 
pels as  containing  what  the  Apostles  had  before  delivered 
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orally,  are  confirmed  by  their  intrinsic  probability.  And 
it  fails  of  its  proposed  object.  It  does  not  explain  the 
phenomena  of  the  agreement  and  disagreement  of  the  first 
three  Gospels  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  wholly  irrecon- 
cilable with  the  appearances  those  Gospels  present  For  it 
supposes,  that  an  original  document  was  so  used  as  the  basis 
of  the  first  three  Gospels,  that  it  is  still  preserved  in  each ; 
while,  in  fact,  no  such  document  can  be  discovered.  On 
the  contrary,  in  the  unsuccessful  attempts  made  to  restore 
this  document,  it  becomes  necessary  to  represent  it  as  so 
brief,  defective,  and  unsatisfactory,  that  we  cannot  believe 
that  such  a  work  existed,  because  w6  can  discern  no 
purpose  for  which  it  could  have  been  intended.  The  hy- 
pothesis implies,  that  the  correspondences  of  the  three  Gos- 
pels may  be  separated  from  their  dififerences  by  a  sort  of 
mechanical  process,  so  that  the  former  may  afterward  be 
brought  together  and  form  a  connected  whole ;  while,  in 
fact,  the  one  and  the  other  are  blended  so  intimately,  as 
continually  to  appear  together  in  the  same  narrative.  In 
attempting  to  account  for  the  correspondences  of  these 
books  with  each  other,  it  presents  a  solution  which  requires 
much  more  correspondence  than  exists.  Atid«  in  the  last 
place,  the  number  of  writers  whom  it  represents  as  con- 
tributing materials  for  the  Gospels  is  irreconcilable  with 
the  individuality  of  character  evident  in  each  of  them. 


Section  IV. 

Proposed  Explanation  of  the  Correspondences  among  the 
First  Three  Gospds. 

What  account,  then,  is  to  be  given  of  the  striking  cor- 
respondences, in  matter  and  language,  which  exist  among 
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die  first  three  Gospels?  I  answer,  that  the  phenome- 
non may,  I  think,  be  explained  by  the  following  considera* 
tions. 

Th3  discourses  of  the  Apostles  and  first  preachers  of 
Christianity  must  have  consisted,  in  great  part,  of  narra- 
tives concerning  the  life  of  Jesus.  In  calling  men  to  re* 
ceive  his  religion,  they  must  have  made  known  to  them 
who  he  was,  what  he  had  done,  and  what  he  had  taught 
and  commanded.  All  the  information  which  we  now  de- 
five  from  the  first  three  Gospels  must  have  been  orally 
communicated  by  them  over  and  over  (igain.  They  must 
have  related  his  miracles,  to  show  on  what  grounds  he 
claimed  divine  authority ;  and  the  other  events  of  his  life, 
to  illustrate  his  character.  In  teaching  their  disciples,  they 
would  quote  his  own  words,  as  the  most  authoritative  ex- 
pression of  the  truths  which  he  made  known,  and  as 
affording  the  most  satisfactory  information  respecting  his 
doctrines  and  commands.  In  these  words  of  Jesus  his 
religion  was  embodied ;  they  dwelt  in  the  minds  and  hearts 
of  his  Apostles ;  they  would  be  continually  on  their  lips ; 
and,  in  quoting  them  for  the  instruction  of  their  converts, 
they  would  often  be  led  to  relate  the  occasion  on  which 
they  were  uttered. 

By  far  the  greater  pcurt  of  our  Lord^s  ministry  had 
been  passed  at  a  distance  from  Jerusalem,  either  in 
Galilee  or  elsewhere;  accounts  of  it  had  been  brought 
to  that  city  only  by  report,  and  had  been  mixed,  doubt- 
less, with  many  errors,  through  the  mistakes  and  over- 
heated imaginations  of  one  class  of  relaters,  and  the  bit- 
ter prejudices  of  another.  At  Jerusalem  the  twelve  Apos- 
tles generally  resided  for  some  years  aAer  Christ^s  ascen- 
sion, and  it  must  have  been  one  main  part  of  their  duty  to 
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present  to  those  who  were  wiHing  to  listen  a  trae  accoont 
of  their  Afester's  actions,  in  contradiction  to  such  fiibe 
reports  as  had  prevailed. 

Another  cause,  which  must  have  led  the  Apostles  to 
narrate  events  in  the  life  of  their  Master,  was  their  applying 
to  him  passages  in  the  Old  Testament  which  they  regarded 
as  prophetical.  In  doing  so,  they  must  have  gtveo  an  ac- 
count of  the  facts  to  which  they  believed  such  passages  to 
relate.  The  applications  of  supposed  prophecies,  that  we 
find  in  the  Gospel  <^  Matthew,  would  be  umntelligible 
without  the  narratives  with  which  they  are  connected ;  and 
the  same  would  equally  be  the  case  inth  an  oral  as  with  a 
written  discourse. 

But,  in  speaking  of  the  occasions  which  must  havQ  con- 
tinually led  the  Apostles  and  first  preachers  of  Christianity 
to  give  accounts  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  we  must  not  for- 
get the  intense  curiosity  that  would  be  felt  by  all  but  his  de- 
termined enemies,  respecting  the  wonderfiil  transactions  of 
his  life ;  and  the  deep  interest  which  every  true  convert  to 
his  religion  must  have  had  to  learn  what  might  be  known  coe- 
ceming  him,  and  to  be  able,  upon  the  highest  authority,  to 
separate  the  truth  from  falsehood.  The  Apostles,  and  other 
eyewitnesses  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  possessed  knowledge 
of  the  greatest  curiosity  and  interest ;  they  were  most  ready 
to  communicate  it ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  they 
were  often  called  upon  to  make  such  oommunkxition,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  they  often  had  occasion  to  repeat  narra- 
tives of  the  same  events  which  we  now  find  recorded  in  the 
first  three  Gospels. 

It  was  required  in  an  Apostle,  that  he  should  have  been  a 
companion  of  Jesus  during  his  ministry,  ^  from  the  bap- 
tism of  John  to  that  day  on  which  he  was  taken  up*^ ;  and 
the  ground  of  this  requisitiiHi  evidently  was,  that  an  Apostle 
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must  be  one  who  was  able  to  state  upon  his  own  knowl* 
edge  the  events  in  the  public  life  of  his  Master.  Thus  St 
John  says  to  those  whom  he  addressed  in  his  Epistle: 
—  **  What  took  place  from  the  beginning,  what  we  have 
heard,  what  we  have  seen  with  our  eyes,  what  we  have  be* 
held,  and  our  hands  have  handled,  concerning  the  life-giving 
doctrine ;  —  for  Life  has  been  revealed,  and  we  saw  and 
bear  testimony,  and  announce  to  you  that  Eternal  Life, 
which  was  with  the  Father,  and  has  been  revealed  to  us ;  — 
what  we  have  seen  and  heard,  we  announce  to  you,  so  that 
you  may  share  with  us.'^  And  St  Luke,  whose  words  may 
again  be  quoted,  in  commencing  his  Gospel,  refers  directly 
to  the  sources,  and  the  only  sources,  from  which  an  au- 
thentic written  narrative  of  the  life  of  Jesus  could  be  de- 
rived :  —  *'  Since  many,"  he  says,  "  have  undertaken  to 
arrange  a  narrative  of  the  events  accomplished  among  us, 
conformably  to  the  accounts  given  us  by  those  who  were 
eyewitnesses  from  the  beginning,  and  have  become  minis- 
ters of  the  religion,  I  have  determined  also,  having  accu- 
rately informed  myself  of  all  things  from  the  beginning,  to 
write  to  you,  most  excellent  Theophilus,  a  connected  ac- 
count, that  you  may  know  the  truth  concerning  the  relations 
which  you  have  heard."  *     Luke's  owil  Gospel,  and  all  the 


*  DiffiereDt  interpreten  have  tmderatood  tome  of  the  e^ipretuons 
in  this  paisage  in  different  ways ;  but  with  variatjoni  which  do  not 
afiect  the  main  purpose  for  which  I  have  quoted  it.  I  have  adopted 
that  sense  of  the  words  which  seems  to  me  most  probable.  In  the 
last  clause,  mj  rendering  is  different  from  any  that  I  recollect  to 
have  seen  (^  that  you  may  know  the  truth  concerning  the  rela- 
tions you  have  heard  ").  Most  modem  expositors  agree  in  effect 
with  the  Common  Version,  in  understanding  St.  Luke  as  meaning, 
**  that  thou  mightest  know  the  certainty  of  those  things  wherein  thou 
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other  compilations  which  he  mentions,  were,  according  to 
him,  founded  upon  information  derived  from  the  Aposdes, 
and,  perhaps,  other  preachers  of  the  religion,  who  had  been 
eyewitnesses  of  the  ministry  of  Christ,  that  is,  upon  their 
oral  narratives.  This  source  was  always  open ;  and,  from 
the  nature  of  the  case,  any  account  of  Christ^s  ministry  by 
a  Christian,  written  in  the  apostolic  age,  must  have  been 
intended  to  embody  such  narratives ;  the  narratives  of  those 
who  alone  could  bear  personal  testimony  to  the  facts  relat* 
ed;  narratives,  which,  we  cannot  doubt,  had  been  orally 

bast  been  instructed";  that  is,tbat  tboa  mightest  know  tbat  thej 
are  certain.  But  the  words  of  Luke  are,  h»  lirtyf^t  «ri^  Sv  nmrnx^^ 
iJymt  rjir  Jt^fdXump^  and  I  conceive  Xiym  in  the  genitive  to  de- 
pend upon  ri^}  and  not  upon  Jiwfdkumf-  Tbe  obvious  meaning  of 
St.  Luke,  if  bis  words  are  to  be  tbus  constructed,  is,  that  he  wrote 
in  order  tbat  Tbeophilus  might  know  rnr  irf  «Xli«^  '*  what  was  to 
be  relied  upon,"  that  is,  *Uhe  truth,"  in  relation  to  the  accounts 
he  had  heard.  This  meaning  seems  best  to  suit  the  context.  A 
proper  cause  is  assigned  for  tbe  composition  of  an  accurate  history 
by  one  who  had  diligently  inquired  into  the  fiu^ts.  While,  if  the 
object  of  Lpke  had  only  been  to  assure  Theophilus  of  the  certainty 
of  what  he  ^ad  already  heard,  it  may  seem  that  his  simple  affirma- 
tion would  have  been  most  to  the  purpose.  To  an  unbeliever  or  a 
skeptic  of  those  times,  the  mere  history  of  Luke  would  have  afibrd- 
ed  no  new  evidence.  A  believer,  as  there  is  po  reasonable  doubt 
that  Theophilus  was,  had  been  already  convinced  of  the  truth  of 
Christianity ;  and  if  the  term  xi*^  is,  as  I  conceive,  to  be  under- 
stood in  the  sense  of  "  narratives  "  respecting  the  life  of  Christ,  St. 
Luke  surely  did  not  mean  to  vouch  fbr  the  truth  of  all  that  The- 
ophilus might  have  heard.  Many  incorrect  and  false  accounts 
respecting  Christ  must  have  been  in  circulation  in  the  timra  of  the 
Apostles ;  accounts,  which  first  were  contradicted  by  their  oral  nar- 
ratives, and  afterwards  by  the  written  narratives  of  the  Evangelists ; 
and  it  is,  I  think,  a  want  of  attention  to  this  fiict  which  has  pre- 
vented the  words  of  Luke  from  being  correctly  understood. 
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commuDicated  many  times  before  they  were  committed  to 
writing  by  any  one  of  the  Evangelists. 

In  confirmation  of  the  supposition,  that  those  narratives 
concerning  Jesus,  which  we  now  find  in  the  three  Gospels, 
were  first  orally  communicated  by  the  Apostles,  and  pre- 
served in  the  memory  of  their  disciples,  it  is  superfluous  to 
appeal  to  the  custom  of  the  Jewish  Rabbb,  who  communi- 
cated their  traditions  orally  to  their  disciples,  and  required 
that  they  should  be  committed  to  memory.  These  traditions 
formed  an  amount  of  matter,  which,  m  the  age  of  the  Apos- 
tles, probably  exceeded,  very  many  times,  the  contents  of 
any  one  of  the  Gospels.  Other  historical  parallels,  as  they 
are  called,  have  been  suggested.  But  it  implies  a  very  im- 
perfect comprehension  of  the  state  of  mind,  which  must  have 
existed  in  the  Apostles  and  their  disciples,  to  suppose,  that 
their  remembrance  of  the  events  in  the  life  of  Jesus  de- 
pended upon  an  efibrt  of  recollection.  Their  strongest  and 
holiest  feelings  were  associated  with  those  events;  the 
vivid  memory  of  them  was  for  ever  present  to  their  minds, 
their  spring  of  acticm  by  day,  and  their  meditation  by  night 
We  must  not  suppose,  that  the  narrative  of  events  the  most 
wonderful  that  man  ever  witnessed,  and  of  words  the  most 
weighty  that  man  ever  heard,  was  taught  and  learnt  like  a 
schoolboy^s  task  or  the  traditions  of  the  Rabbis.  From  the 
manner  in  which  the  Rabbis  taught,  we  learn  only^  that  the 
Jews  were  accustomed  to  oral  instruction,  and  hence  may 
more  readily  familiarize  ourselves  with  the  conception,  that 
long  portions  of  the  history  of  Christ,  or,  perhaps,  a  general 
account  of  his  ministry,  were  sometimes  orally  communicat- 
ed by  the  Aposdes  at  once. 

Thb  business  of  the  Apostles  and  first  teac^hers  of  Chris- 
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tianity  was  to  preach  Christ,  to  iiiak«  him  known.  To  him 
they  constantly  directed  the  view  of  their  disciples.  Whst 
he  taught  was  the  religion  of  which  they  were  the  minis- 
ters, his  miracles  were  preo&  of  its  divinity ;  his  virtues 
were  held  forth  by  them  as  the  example  after  which  his 
followers  were  to  form  themselves.  As  religious  instrueters, 
they  taught  nothing  upon  their  own  authority.  The  Gos- 
pels are  not  now  more  essential  to  our  knowledge  of  Chris- 
tianity, than  must  have  been  their  oral  accouniB  of  Jesus  to 
the  first  converts. 

We  conclude,  then,  that  portions  of  the  history  of  Jesus, 
longer  or  shorter,  were  often  related  by  the  Apostles ;  and 
it  is  evident,  that  the  narrative,  at  each  repetition  by  the 
same  individual,  would  become  more  fixed  in  its  form, 
so  as  soon  to  be  repeated  by  him  with  the  same  cir- 
cumstances and  the  same  turns  of  expression.  Especially 
would  no  one  vary  from  himself  in  reporting  the  words  of 
his  Master. 

We  have  next  to  consider,  that  the  Apostles,  generally, 
would  adopt  a  uniform  mode  of  relating  the  same  events. 
The  twelve  Apostles,  who  were  companions  of  our  Saviour, 
resided  together  at  Jerusalem,  we  know  not  for  how  long  a 
period,  certainly  for  several  years;  acting  and  preaching 
in  concert.  This  being  the  case,  they  would  confer  to- 
gether continually ;  they  would  be  present  at  each  other's 
discourses,  in  which  the  events  of  their  lobster's  life  were 
related ;  they  Would,  in  common,  give  instruction  respecting 
his  history  and  doctrine  to  new  converts,  especially  to  those 
who  were  to  go  forth  as  missionaries.  From  all  these  cir- 
cumstances, their  modes  of  narrating  the  same  events  would 
become  assimilated  to  each  other.  Particularly  would  their 
language  be  the  same,  or  neariy  the  same,  in  quoting  and 
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applying  passages  of  the  Old  Testament  as  prophetica], 
and  in  reciting  the  words  of  Jesus,  whose  very  expressions 
they  must  have  been  desirous  of  retaining.  But  the  verbal 
agreement  among  the  first  three  Gospels  is  found,  as  we 
have  seen,  principally  where  the  Evangelists  record  words 
spoken  by  Christ  or  by  others,  or  allege  passages  from  the 
Old  Testament.  Elsewhere  there  is  oAen  much  resem- 
blance of  conception  and  expression,  but,  comparatively, 
much  less  verbal  coincidence. 

Peeviouslt,  then,  to  the  composition  of  the  first  three 
Gospels,  we  may  believe  that  the  narratives  which  they 
contain  had  assumed,  in  the  manner  explained,  a  form  more 
or  less  definite.  Matthew,  an  Apostle,  would  commit  to 
writing  those  narratives,  which  be  and  the  other  Apostles 
had  been  accustomed  to  communicate  orally.  Mark  and 
Luke,  who  derived  their  knowledge  from  the  Apostles, 
would  record  those  narratives  which  they  had  heard  from 
them.  But,  if  the  accounts  of  the  Apostles  had  been  com- 
mitted to  writing  by  ever  so  many  different  historians,  still, 
the  written  agreeing  with  the  oral  accounts,  and  the  oral 
accounts  agreeing  with  each  other,  all  those  accounts  must 
have  had  a  striking  correspondence.  But,  however  definite 
might  be  the  form  which  any  oral  narrative  had  assumed, 
still  there  would  be  variations  of  language,  and  minor  cir- 
cumstances would  be  omitted  or  inserted,  as  it  was  orally 
related  by  difierent  individuals,  or  by  the  same  individual  at 
different  times,  or  recorded  by  difierent  writers.  We  should 
expect,  therefore,  to  find  in  histories  in  which  these  nar- 
ratives were  collected  such  intermingled  agreements  and 
variations  as  appear  in  the  first  three  Gospels.  Thus, 
then,  generally,  may  the  resemblance  between  the  first 
three  Gespek  be  explained.    In  the  oral  narratives  of  the 
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Apostles,  we  find  their  common  archetype,  an  archetype, 
from  its  very  nature,  partly  fixed  and  partly  fluctuating,  and 
such,  therefore,  as  is  required  to  account  at  once  for  their 
coincidence  and  their  diTersity.* 


*  There  are  leveral  remarks,  which,  to  avoid  breaking  the  cod< 
nection  of  the  text,  I  hare  here  thrown  into  a  note. 

1.  It  desenrea  obeerTation,  that,  with  the  exception  of  the  biatarj 
of  the  last  days  of  our  Sayiour's  life,  the  accounts  of  his  ministry  in 
the  first  three  Evangelists  relate  to  events  which  took  place  either  in 
Galilee,  or  elsewhere,  at  a  dbtance  from  Jerusalem.  With  this  part 
of  his  ministry  the  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  strangers  who 
resorted  there,  being  least  acquainted,  the  Apostles  would  be  most 
frequently  called  upon  to  give  inibrmatioB  respecting  it.  How  little 
was  correctly  known  among  the  great  body  of  the  inhabitants  of  Je- 
rusalem concerning  the  ministry  of  Jesus,  appears  incidentally  from 
two  passages  in  different  Evangelists.  Upon  his  entry  into  that  city, 
•«  The  multitude  that  was  with  him,"  says  John  (xii.  17, 18),  "  bore 
testimony  that  he  had  called  Lazarus  fit>m  the  tomb,  and  raised  him  from 
the  dead.  On  this  account,  also,  the  multitude  came  out  to  meet  him, 
because  they  heard  that  he  had  performed  this  miracle."  His  many 
preceding  miracles,  it  appears,  would  not  have  drawn  upon  him  such 
attention.  Matthew  says  (xxi.  10, 11):  — **  As  he  was  entering  Je- 
rusalem the  whole  city  was  in  commotion ;  saying.  Who  is  he  ?  And 
the  multitudes  "  (among  whom  there  were  many,  without  doubt,  who 
had  followed  him  from  Galilee)  ''said,  This  is  Jesus  the  prophet, 
fVom  Nazareth  of  Galilee."  Thus,  in  the  accounts  of  Christ's  min- 
istry in  Galilee,  and  of  some  very  striking  discourses  which  he  de- 
livered during  hb  last  days  in  Jerusalem,  we  find  remarkable  corre- 
spondences among  the  first  three  Evangelists ;  because  these  accounts 
were  of  a  character  to  be  often  repeated  by  the  Apostles ;  while  in 
the  relation  of  the  minor  circumstances  attending  his  crucifixion  and 
resurrection,  there  is  much  diversity ;  because,  however  important 
were  the  main  events,  his  crucifixion  was  universally  known, 
and  it  was  universally  known  that  the  Apostles  affirmed  his  resur- 
rection ;  and  the  minor  circumstances  attending  those  events  were 
not  adapted  to  convey  any  general  instruction,  and  were,  therelbre, 
as  we  may  suppose,  little  dwelt  upon  by  the  Apostles.    In  gMiaral 
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But,  in  order  fully  to  explain  the  verbal  coincidences 
among  the  three  Gospels,  we  must  take  into  view  some 


we  may  remark,  that,  according  as  what  is  related  was  adapted  to 
take  a  strong  hold  upon  the  mind,  and  was  likely  to  be  oflen  brought 
forward  in  the  oral  discourses  of  the  Apostles,  the  greater  is  the  cor- 
respondence among  the  Evangelists. 

2,  Id  accounting  for  the  resemblance  among  the  first  three  Gos- 
pels, we  are  led  to  consider  the  diflkrence  between  them  and  the 
Gospel  of  Johi^.  To  explain  it,  we  may  observe,  that  this  Gospel  is 
not  properly  a  history  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus.  It  supposes  that 
history,  as  recorded  in  the  first  three  Gospels,  to  be  already  known  ; 
it  is  founded  upon  it,  and  supplementary  to  it.  It  relates  principally 
to  what  took  place  at  Jerusalem,  where  our  Saviour  ^>ent  but  a 
•mall  portion  of  his  ministry.  It  consists,  in  great  part,  of  con- 
nected discourses  of  Jesus  with  the  unbelieving  Jews,  and  with 
his  Apostles,  of  which  much  has  special  and  immediate  reference 
only  to  the  character  and  circumstances  of  those  immediately  ad- 
dressed. It  did  not,  like  the  narrative  contained  in  the  first  three 
Gospels,  constitute  that  elementary  instruction  in  the  history  of 
Jesus,  which  was  the  first  want  of  the  converts  to  the  new  religion. 
Like  the  Epistles  of  the  Apostles,  it  implies  that  this  had  been  al- 
ready received. 

3.  But,  it  may  be  asked,  if  it  was  a  principal  business  of  an  Apos« 
tie  to  give  information  concerning  the  public  life,  the  actions,  and 
the  discourses  of  Jesus,  how  was  St.  Paul  qualified  for  his  office  ? 
I  answer,  that,  during  the  first  part  of  his  ministry,  St.  Paul,  for 
some  years,  had  Barnabas  for  a  companion,  whom  we  find  very 
early  associated  with  the  Apostles,*  and  a  very  earnest  preacher  of 
Christ.  Three  years  after  his  conversion,  before  he  had  properly 
assumed  the  office  of  an  Apostle,  he  was  with  Peter  fifteen  days  at 
Jemsalem.t  He  travelled  first  with  Mark,  and  afterwards  with 
Luke,  both  historians  of  Christ,  and  h^d  at  command  similar  means 
of  information  to  what  they  possessed.  Though,  before  his  conver- 
sion, an  enemy  of  Christ,  yet,  being  an  enemy  full  of  intelligence 
and  zeal,  it  is  probable  that  he  was  then  as  well  acquainted  with  hia 

*  Acts  iv.  36.  f  Galatians  i.  18. 
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other  coDsideratiocuk  How  is  k,  that  there  is  an  agreement 
in  the  use  of  the  very  same  Greek  words  throughout  many 
passages  ?  We  will  first  attend  to  this  agreement  between 
Mark  and  Luke,  both  of  whom  originally  wrote  in  the 
Greek  language.  This  is  to  be  explained  by  the  fact, 
that,  though  the  native  language  of  the  Apostles  was  He- 
brew,  yet  a  great  part  of  their  conversation  and  discourses 
must  have  been  in  Greek.  In  Greek  they  must  have  ad- 
dressed all  who  were  not  Jews ;  and  to  a  large  proportion 
even  of  Jews,  the  Hellenists,  bom  and  educated  in  foreign 
countries,  the  Greek  was  more  familiar  than  the  language 
of  their  nation.  Many  foreigners  and  Hellenists  dwelt  in 
Jerusalem,  or  resorted  thither  oocasionally.  The  great 
national  feasts,  in  particular,  drew  to  that  city  Jews,  who 
usually  resided  in  foreign  countries.  A  considerable  por- 
tion of  the  early  Christians  in  Jerusalem  was  composed 


biitory  is  any  one  not  an  immediate  diadple.  Jesus  was  watched, 
during  his  ministry,  by  Pharisees  and  teachers  of  the  Law,  some  of 
whom  came  for  that  purpose  from  Jerusalem  to  Galilee.*  St.  Paul 
was  not  likely,  therefore,  to  be  ignorant  concerning  his  deeds  and 
sayings  at  the  time  of  his  own  conTenion,  thoagfa  the  whole  aspect 
under  which  he  regarded  them  was  changed  by  that  event  Full  as 
he  then  was  of  sorrow,  and  veneration,  and  entire  devotedneas  to 
the  cause  of  Christ,  and  sjorrounded  as  he  was  by  abundant  means 
of  informing  himself  concerning  his  charaeter  and  history,  and  of 
correcting  all  his  former  misapprehensions  respecting  what  he  had 
said  and  done,  there  is  nothing  strange  in  supposing,  that  he  aTailed 
himself  of  those  means ;  nay,  it  would  be  an  incredible  supposition, 
that  he  did  not.  In  his  Epistles,  we  find  repeated  references  to  the 
history  of  Jesus  as  it  is  related  in  the  first  three  Gospels.  The 
account  of  the  last  supper  of  our  Lord  is  giTen  by  him  in  words,  the 
greater  part  of  which  are  identical  with  those  of  Luke. 

*  Luke  V.  17. 
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of  Hellenists;*  wad  with  Hellenists,  St  Paul  there  dis- 
puted after  his  conversion,  f  We  find  mention  of  various 
sjmagogues  in  that  city  of  foreign  Jews,  who  associated 
together  according  to  the  countries  from  which  they  came ;  | 
and  many  of  the  natives  of  Palestine  were  sufficiently  ac- 
quainted with  the  Greek  language  to  use  it  for  the  purposes 
of  communication.  With  the  exception  of  St  Luke  and 
St  Paul,  the  Apostles  and  Evangelists  were  uneducated 
men ;  yet  all  the  writings  which  they  have  left  us,  except 
the  Gospel  of  Matthew,  were  composed  in  GreeL  There 
would  even  have  heen  no  strangeness,  it  appears,  in  address- 
ing a  promiscuous  multitude  at  Jerusalem  in  the  Greek  lan- 
guage ;  for,  upon  the  occasion  of  the  tumult  at  the  appre- 
hension of  St  Paul  in  that  city,  we  are  only  told,  that  he 
was  heard  with  the  more  attention  because  he  spoke  in 
Hebrew.^  As,  therefore,  the  Apostles  wrote  in  Greek, 
so  we  may  reasonably  believe,  that,  while  residing  together 
in  Jerusalem,  they  often  taught  in  Greek,  in  the  presence 
of  each  other ;  and  that  thus  their  expressions  in  this  lan- 
guage, as  well  as  m  the  Hebrew,  became  assimilated.  We 
may,  in  this  manner,  explain  whatever  verbal  agreement 
exists  between  St.  Mark  and  St  Luke ;  especially  as  it  is 
principally  found  in  passages  in  which  it  was  particularly 
to  be  expected,  in  reports  of  the  words  of  our  Saviour  and 
others,  and  in  quotations  from  the  Old  Testament  Their 
whole  verbal  coincidence  in  narrative  does  not,  I  believe, 
exceed  the  amount  of  more  than  six  or  eight  verses  of 
average  length. 

The  Grospel  of  Matthew,  having  been  originally  written 
in  Hebrew,  was  probably  translated  into  Greek  some  time 
about  the  close  of  the  first  century.    The  verbal  coinciden- 

*  Acta  vi.  1,  Mqq.     t  Acts  iz.  29.     |  Acta  vi.  9.     §  Acts  xxii.  U. 
w 
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ces  of  its  translation  with  the  Grospels  of  Mark  and  Luke 
admit  of  one,  and,  I  think,  only  one,  satisfactory  solution. 
The  original  of  Matthew  agreed  with  them  essentially  in 
many  narratives  and  many  sayings  and  discourses  of  Christ 
These,  or  portions  of  these,  were  the  same,  except  their 
expression  in  different  languages,  and  the  manner  of  their 
expression  in  the  Greek  language  had  heen  fixed  by  the 
Greek  Gospeb  of  Mark  and  Luke.  But,  these  Gospels 
being  known  to  the  translator  of  Matthew,  when  his  origi- 
nal corresponded  with  them  sufficiently,  he  was  led  to  adopt 
their  expressions.* 

Onb  phenomenon  in  the  Gospels  still  remains  to  be 
noticed.  It  is  the  agreement  of  Mark  and  Luke  in  their 
chronological  misarrangement  of  some  of  the  events  which 
the  first  three  Evangelists  relate  in  common.  On  the  hy- 
pothesis of  an  Original  Grospet,  it  is  supposed,  that  this 
misarrangement  existed  in  that  Gospel,  and  was  copied 
from  it  by  Mark  and  Luke,  who  were  themselves  ignorant 
of  the  true  order  of  events,  but  was  corrected  by  Matthew, 
who,  as  an  Apostle,  was  better  informed.  This,  however,  is 
only  removing  one  difficulty  by  creating  another;  for  it  would 
be  strange,  that  a  misarrangement,  which  any  Apostle  might 
have  corrected,  should  exist  in  a  work  prepared  under  the 
direction  of  the  Apostles,  and  sanctioned  by  them,  especially 
in  a  work  so  brief  as  to  seem  rather  intended  for  a  memo- 
randum of  the  chronological  series  of  events  in  Christ^s 


*  I  remarked  in  the  first  edition,  that "  the  credit  of  this  explana- 
tion belongs  to  Bbhop  Marsh."  I  have  since  observed  that  Grotios 
(Introdac.  ad  Comment,  in  Mattheum)  says :  —  **  Marci  libro  GraBco 
usus  mihi  videtur  quisquis  b  ftiit  Matthni  GrsBcuq  interpree.*'  ^  Aiste 
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nmistry  than  for  any  other  purpose.  The  explanation  that 
has  been  proposed  of  the  agreement  among  the  Gospels,  in 
the  character  of  their  narratives  and  their  use  of  language^ 
involves  no  solution  of  this  difficulty.  Admitting  the  truth 
of  that  explanation,  the  misarrangement  in  question  becomes 
a  separate  and  independent,  though  not  very  important, 
problem,  requiring  a  solution  of  its  own.  But,  in  our  igno- 
rance respecting  all  but  the  leading  events  of  the  apostolic 
age,  whatever  cause  for  it  we  may  assign  must  be  only  con- 
jectural. 

One  solution,  that  has  occurred  to  me,  is  immediately 
connected  with  the  account  which  has  been  given  of  the 
origin  of  the  agreement  among  the  Gospels ;  it  is,  that  the 
correspondence  in  the  arrangement  of  Mark  and  Luke  had 
its  source  in  the  oral  preaching  and  discourses  of  the  Apos- 
tles. It  is  not  probable,  that  the  Apostles  often,  if  ever, 
undertook  to  recitef  in  one  discourse,  or  in  a  connected 
series  of  discourses,  all  the  transactions  of  the  ministry  of 
Jesus  related  by  any  one  of  the  first  three  Evangelists.  Ac- 
cording to  the  particular  occasion  presented,  or  the  special 
object  which  they  had  in  view,  they  would  group  together 
events,  sayings,  and  discourses  particularly  adapted  to  their 
purpose.  They  would  class  their  accounts  of  their  Master, 
not  narrate  them  chronologically.  To  this  mode  of  teach- 
ing we  may,  perhaps,  look  as  the  occasion  of  the  agreement 
between  Mark  and  Luke  in  the  displacing  of  some  events, 
and  as  the  occasion,  likewise,  of  the  general  want  of  chron- 
ological arrangement  in  Luke,  and  of  the  existence  of 
something  of  a  systematical,  founded  upon  a  chronological, 
arrangement  in  Matthew. 

This  general  solution  may  be  accepted  as  probable, 
whether  we  can  or  cannot  discover  any  special  cause  which 


elzzxii  ADMnONAL  NOTES. 


« 


might  have  afiboted  the  armngement  of  tfaoae  paxtieultf 
erents  to  which  Mark  and  Luke  agree  in  giving  a  plaee 
d^erent  from  diat  assigned  to  them  by  Matthew,  b  may, 
thefefbre,  be  scarcely  woith  whtte  to  enter  into  the  inqmiy, 
whedier  such  causes  can  be  conjectured.  Yet  it  seems  Id 
me  diat  they  may  be,  and,  as  the  subject  will  occupy  but 
little  space,  I  will  venture  to  suggest  them. 

Trb  most  important  instance  of  misarrangement,]n  whidi 
Mark  and  Luke  both  differ  from  Matthew,  is  in  the  plaee 
which  they  assign  to  the  voyage  to  Gennesaret,  with  the 
miracles  accompanying  and  following  it*  According  to 
them,  Uiese  events  took  place  imnoediately  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  parable  of  the  sower,  and  some  other  strik- 
ing parables  and  sayings  of  Jesus.  These  parables  and 
sayings  are  of  a  general  character,  relating  to  the  reception 
of  the  new  religion,  to  the  importance  of  listening  to  its 
truth,  to  its  future  rapid  growth,  and  to  the  blessedness  of 
its  disciples.  They  are  of  the  kind  that  might  be  repeat- 
ed, by  the  Apostles  and  first  preachers  of  Christianity,  to  an 
audience  that  had  collected  to  listen  and  to  inquire ;  hot 
many  of  whom  had  not  yet  professed  themselves  Christians. 
After  having,  in  the  words  of  their  Master,  warned  such  an 
audience,  that  the  seed  might  fall  on  good  ground  or  on  bad ; 
that  they  should  give  heed  to  what  they  heard ;  that  the 
religion,  which  was  but  in  its  beginmng,  was,  dnough  tke 
power  of  God,  to  extend  itself  widely ;  that  to  eveiy  one 
who  had,  more  should  be  given ;  and  that  the  disoiplee  of 
Jesue  were  to  him  as  his  dearest  relatives,  t  it  would  be 
natural  to  mention  some  of  those  displays  of  divine  poww 
upon  which  this  new  teacher  founded  his  claims  to  divine 

*  See  before,  p.  cx¥i,  leqq.      t  Mark  hr.  1  - 38.  Lake  Tiii.  4-91. 
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authority ;  and,  peiiiapa,  no  more  strikmg  series  of  miracles 
eould  have  heen  selected,  than  his  commanding  the  winds 
and  waves  to  be  still,  his  giving  sanity  to  a  raging  demoniac 
under  dronmstanees  so  extraordinary,  the  cure  of  a  woman, 
long  diseased,  by  her  merely  touching  his  garment,  and  his 
restoring  life  to  the  daughter  of  Jairus.  It  is  thus,  perhaps, 
that  we  may  explain  how  the  relation  of  some  of  the  most 
remarkable  miracles  of  Jesus  came  to  be  connected  with 
the  recital  of  some  of  his  parables  and  sayings,  in  which 
he  set  before  men  the  importance  of  listening  to  the  truths 
which  he  taught.  They  were,  in  consequence,  thus  con« 
nected  by  Mark  and  Luke ;  and  the  mistake  into  which 
Mark  has  particularly  fallen,  of  supposing  that  the  voyage 
to  Grennesaret  immediately  followed  the  delivery  of  those 
parables*  was  facilitated  by  the  circumstance,  that  they 
were  actually  delivered  from  a  vessel  on  the  lake  near  the 
shore  at  Capernaum,  and  that  Jesus  immediately  after  left 
that  city,  f 

We  pass  to  another  of  the  chronological  discrepances 
among  the  Evangelists.  Matthew  relates,  that  Jesus,  pre- 
viously to  his  entering  Capernaum  on  a  certain  Sabbath, 
eared  a  leper ;  while  Mark  and  Luke  relate  this  cure  as 
having  been  performed  when  Jesus  had  left  Capernaum,  | 
aftor  the  Sabbath  just  mentioned,  upon  which  day  he  ap- 
pears, from  all  the  Evangelists,  first  to  have  publicly  preach- 
ed in  that  chy.  Perhaps  this  disagreement  may  be  thus 
explained.  As  Jesus,  during  his  ministry  in  Galilee,  fixed 
cm  Capernaum  as  his  chief  place  of  residence,  setting  out 
on  his  journeys  from  it,  and  returning  to  it,  we  may  suppose 
the  Apostles  to  have  been  accustomed  to  begin  some  short 

*  See  before,  p.  czzvi.    t  Matthew  xiH.  1, 53.    X  See  before,  p.  czvi. 
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narrative  of  his  ministry  with  the  mention  of  this  foct,  and 
an  account  of  his  first  appearance  in  Capernaum  as  a  pub- 
lic teacher*  No  particular  miracle,  except  this  cure  of  a 
leper,  is  related  by  either  of  the  first  three  Evangelists  as 
having  been  performed  by  Jesus  before  that  event;  and  this 
miracle  is  related  by  Matthew  as  taking  place  on  the  mom" 
ing  of  the  same  day.  As,  then,  a  brief  oral  account  of 
Christ's  preaching  in  Galilee  would  naturally  commence 
with  the  mention  of  Capernaum  as  his  chief  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  as  this  would  lead  to  an  account  of  the  first  day 
of  his  public  ministry  spent  in  that  city,  the  miracle  of  the 
cure  of  the  leper,  which  preceded  his  entrance  into  it,  must 
either  have  been  passed  over  in  silence,  or  introduced  sub- 
sequently into  the  narrative.  I  suppose  the  latter  course  to 
have  been  adopted,  on  account  of  its  being  a  miracle  that 
excited  particular  attention,  and  to  which  particular  im- 
portance had  been  attached  ;  as  appears  from  its  being  re- 
lated circumstantially  by  all  three  of  the  Evangelists,  and 
from  the  fact,  that  Mark  and  Luke  represent  it  as  a 
special  cause  why  great  multitudes  flocked  to  Jesus.  The 
particular  impression  which  this  miracle  produced  may  be 
ascribed  to  its  probably  being  the  first,  or  one  of  the  first, 
that  Jesus  performed  in  Capernaum  or  its  immediate  neigh- 
bourhood, and  the  first,  therefore,  which  most  of  the  specta- 
tors of  it  had  witnessed ;  to  the  horror  with  which  leprosy 
was  regarded  among  the  Jews ;  to  the  confidence  manifested 
by  Jesus  in  putting  his  hand  upon  the  infectious  sufierer ;  to 
the  incurable  state  of  the  disease  by  natural  means ;  for 
he  '^  was  full  of  leprosy  " ;  *  and  to  the  circumstance  of  our 
Saviour's  sendmg  the  man  to  the  priests,  who  were  already 


*  Luke  V.  12. 
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his  enemies,  that  they  might  certify,  in  effect,  that  a  miracle 
had  been  performed. 

In  the  only  remaining  case  of  any  importance,  in  which 
Mark  and  Luke  agree  together  in  differing  from  the  ar- 
rangement of  Matthew,  the  application  of  the  general  solu- 
tion that  has  been  proposed  is  obvious.  According  to  this, 
narratives  bearing  upon  the  same  point  would  be  brought 
together  in  the  oral  discourses  of  the  Apostles.  Now  there 
are  two  narratives,  one  relating  to  the  disciples  of  Jesus 
plucking  ears  of  grain  on  the  Sabbath,  and  the  other  to  the 
miraculous  cure  of  a  man  with  a  withered  hand,  likewise 
on  the  Sabbath,  which  stand  in  immediate  connection  in  all 
three  Evangelists.  But,  by  Mark  and  Luke,  an  earlier 
period  is  assigned  to  these  events  than  by  Matthew.*  They 
record  them  immediately  aAer  their  account  of  the  con- 
versation with  the  disciples  of  John  and  the  Pharisees 
concerning  fasting,  which  occurred  at  Capernaum.  The 
two  narratives  were,  I  believe,  brought  into  connection  with 
this  account  of  our  Saviour^s  discourse  concerning  fasting, 
from  the  circumstance,  that  all  three  relations  bear  directly 
on  the  same  subject,  the  worthless  character  of  the  cere- 
monial and  superstitious  observances  of  the  Jews.  In  the 
one  case,  Jesus  gave  them  to  understand  his  estimate  of 
their  stated  weekly  fasts,  and  in  the  other,  of  their  bigotry 
about  the  keeping  of  the  Sabbath. 

Thits  the  phenomenon  of  the  misarrangement  of  events 
by  Mark  and  Luke,  in  opposition  to  Matthew,  may  be 
accounted  for.  But  another  solution  of  it  may  likewise  be 
given.    Among  the  narratives  relating  to  Jesus  mentioned 

*  See  before,  pp.  cxz,  czxi. 
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by  Luke  in  the  begiiming  of  his  Gospel,  there  may  haTe 
been  one  which  had  obtained  more  credit  and  a  wider  cir- 
culation than  any  other.  Now,  without  supposing  Mark  or 
Luke  to  have  drawn  their  narratives  from  it,  or  to  have 
relied  upon  it  as  an  authority  for  individual  &ct8,  or  to  have 
used  its  language,  eicept  so  fiir  as  it  coincided  with  forms 
of  expression  already  familiar  to  them,  they  still  may  both 
have  used  it  as  a  guide  in  respect  to  the  successbn  of  those 
events,  with  the  true  order  of  which  it  appears  that  they 
both  were  unacquainted.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is 
only  their  coincidence  with  each  other  that  presents  any 
difficulty.  The  misarrangement  in  any  one  narrative, 
which  they  may  be  supposed  to  have  used  in  common, 
requires  no  particular  explanation. 

To  return,  then,  to  our  general  position,  we  suppose  that 
the  correspondences  among  the  first  three  Gospels  are  to 
be  explained  by  the  fact,  that  the  oral  narratives  of  the 
Apostles  were  their  common  archetype.  Upon  the  supposi* 
tion  that  those  Gospeb  are  genuine,  it  may  be  worth  while 
to  observe  how  little  is  assumed  m  coming  to  this  oonclu- 
sion,  of  which  there  can  be  any  reasonable  doubt  A  great 
part  of  the  oral  discourses  of  the  Apostles  must  have  been 
historical ;  for  the  acts  and  words  of  Jesus  were  the  foun«> 
dation  of  all  that  they  taught,  and  die  first  object  of  the 
faith  of  their  converts.  And,  when  one  of  their  number 
and  two  of  their  constant  companions  committed  to  writing 
accounts  of  their  common  Master,  it  could  not  be  other- 
wise than  that  these  written  accounts  should  strikingly  cor- 
respcmd  with  those  which  had  been  orally  delivered,  and, 
consequently,  with  each  other. 
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Sbotion  V. 

Inferences  from  the  Explanation  which  has  heen  given  of 
the  Correspondences  among  the  First  Three  Gospels^ 

The  appearances  which  the  first  three  Grospels  present, 
when  compared  together,  are  adapted  to  excite  our  curiosity 
and  interest,  because  they  are  of  so  remarkable  a  character 
as  to  imply  that  some  extraordinary  cause  must  have  operat- 
ed to  produce  them ;  and  that  the  discovery  of  this  cause 
will  throw  light  on  the  early  history  of  Christianity.  Let 
us  see,  then,  what,  if  we  have  reasoned  correctly,  may  be 
inferred  from  the  preceding  investigation. 

The  conclusion,  that  no  one  of  the  first  three  Evangelists 
copied  from  either  of  the  other  two,  is  important,  as  show- 
ing  that  their  Gospels  afford  three  distinct  sources  of  infor- 
mation concerning  the  life  of  Jesus.  The  Evangelists, 
therefore,  in  their  striking  correspondence  in  the  representa- 
tions of  his  character,  miracles,  and  doctrines,  must  be 
considered  as  strongly  confirming  each  other*s  testimony. 
Nothing  but  reality,  nothing  but  the  fact,  that  Jesus  had 
acted  and  taught  as  they  represent,  would  have  stamped  hie 
character  and  story  so  definitely  and  vividly  on  the  minds 
of  individuals  ignorant  of  each  other^s  writings,  and  enabled 
them  to  give  narratives,  each  so  consistent  with  itself,  and 
all  so  accordant  with  one  another.  A  fhlse  story  concern- 
ing an  imaginary  character  would  have  preserved  no  uni- 
form tjTpe.  It  would  have  varied  in  its  aspect  according  to 
the  different  temperament  and  talents,  the  conceptions  and 
purposes,  of  its  various  narrators. 

Wb  may  next  observe,  thi^t  if  the  notion  that  one  Evan- 
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gelist  copied  from  another  be  given  up,  then  the  accordance 
among  the  firet  three  Grospels  proves  them  all  to  have  been 
written  at  an  early  period,  when  the  sources  of  authentic 
information  were  yet  fully  accessible,  and  before  any  inter- 
val had  elapsed,  during. which  the  thousand  exaggerations, 
perversions,  and  fables,  to  which  the  wonderful  history  of 
Jesus  was  particularly  exposed,  had  had  time  to  flow  in  and 
to  change  its  character  as  it  might  appear  in  di&rent  nam- 
tives. 

If  the  Evangelists  did  not  copy  one  from  another,  it  fol- 
lows, that  the  first  three  Grospeb  must  all  have  been  written 
about  the  same  period  ;  since,  if  one  had  preceded  another 
by  any  considerable  length  of  time,  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  the  author  of  the  later  Grospel  would  have  been  unac- 
quainted with  the  work  of  his  predecessor,  or  would  have 
neglected  to  make  use  of  it ;  especially  when  we  take  into 
view,  that  its  reputation  must  have  been  well  established 
among  Christians.  Whatever  antiquity,  therefore,  we  can 
show  to  belong  to  any  one  of  the  first  three  Gospels,  tibe 
same,  or  nearly  the  same,  we  may  ascribe  to  the  odier  two. 
Now  Luke,  in  the  beginning  d  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
speaks  of  his  Gospel  in  terms  which  imply  that  this  w«Hk 
had  been  completed  but  a  little  while  before ;  and,  in  the 
Acts,  he  brings  down  the  history  to  the  end  of  the  second 
year  of  PauPs  residence  at  Rome,  which  was  some  time 
after  the  sixtieth  year  of  our  era.  According,  likewise,  to 
the  remarks  formerly  made  respecting  the  Gospel  of  Mark,* 
it  must  have  been  written  about  the  year  65,  when  St  Peter 
is  supposed  to  have  suffered  martyrdom  at  Rome.  We 
may  conclude,  therefore,  that  no  one  of  the  first  three 

*  8e6  p.  Ixzix,  Mq. 
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Gospeb  was  written  long  before  or  long  after  the  year 
60. 

Again,  the  Goepel  of  Matthew  was  written  in  Hebrew ; 
and  the  present  Greek  translation  of  it  was  extant  very 
early  in  the  second  century.  But,  before  this  time,  the 
Gospels  of  Mark  and  Luke  were  in  existence,  and,  proba* 
bly,  in  extensive  circulation ;  for  we  cannot  account  for  the 
remarkable  coincidence  of  language  between  our  Greek 
translation  of  Matthew  and  those  Gospels,  but  by  the  sup- 
position, that  the  translator,  through  his  familiarity  with 
them,  was  led  to  adopt  their  expressions  when  siiitable  to 
his  purpose. 

We  have  seen,  that  the  Evangelists  neither  copied  one 
from  another,  nor  from  common  written  documents,  such 
as  have  been  imagined.  But,  if  the  supposition  of  an  Origi- 
nal Grospel,  receiving  constant  additions  and  alterations  from 
successive  transcribers,  be  unfounded,  the  notion  connected 
with  it,  of  the  corruption  of  our  present  Gospels  by  similar 
additions  and  alterations,  loses  all  appearance  of  probability. 
The  former  supposition  has  served  to  introduce  the  latter, 
has  been  blended  with  it,  and  has  been  regarded  as  affording 
the  chief  evidence  of  its  truth.  But,  the  whole  theory  con- 
cerning an  Original  Gospel  falling  to  the  ground,  the  notion 
of  any  such  corruption  of  our  present  Grospels  as  has  been 
supposed  is  left,  unsupported  by  a  plausible  argument,  to  its 
intrinsic  incredibility. 

With  that  theory  is  likewise  connected  the  supposition, 
that  other  more  ancient  gospels  were  in  common  use  among 
Christians  after  the  apostolic  age,  and  before  the  late  period, 
when,  as  it  has  been  pretended,  our  present  Grospels  first 
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oame  into  general  use.  These  more  aneient  gospels,  it  may 
be  recollected,  are  imagined  to  have  been,  in  common  with 
our  first  three  Gospels,  derived  from  the  Original  Crospel ; 
and  all  the  books  of  this  class  are  supposed  to  have  agreed 
with  and  differed  from  one  another  in  much  the  same  man- 
ner as  do  now  the  three  Grospels  which  alone  remain. 
As  ^re  was  nothing,  according  to  the  theory,  to  stop  this 
process  of  refashioning  the  Original  Gospel,  and  the  conse- 
quent multiplication  of  new  gospels  more  or  less  varying 
fipom  one  another,  till  about  the  close  of  the  second  century, 
when  it  is  admitted  that  our  present  Gospels  had  assumed 
nearly  the  fbrm  they  now  possess,  and  had  obtained  general 
reception,  it  follows,  that  many  different  compilations  must 
have  been  in  common  use  before.  The  inference,  con^d- 
ered  in  its  various  other  bearings,  is  Incredible ;  but,  if  the 
theory  of  an  Original  Grospel  be  fklse,  no  compilations  of 
the  sort  described  could  have  existed. 

A  DiFFBasiiT  ground,  it  is  true,  may  be  taken ;  the  noti<m, 
that  those  earlier  gospeb  descended,  in  common  with  ou^ 
own,  from  an  Original  Gospel,  may  be  abandoned,  and  it 
may  still  be  maintained  that  there  were  histories  of  Christ, 
such,  for  instance,  as  those  mentioned  in  the  introduction 
to  Luke^  Gospel,  not  only  prior  to  our  present  Gospels, 
but  in  common  use  among  Christians  after  the  apostolic 
age,  and  during  a  great  part  of  the  second  centuty.  The 
supposition  of  gospels  in  common  use  before  those  which 
we  now  possess  is  thus  presented  in  its  simplest  form, 
unembarrassed  with  any  hypothesis  respecting  the  mode  of 
their  fbrmation.  I  shall  here  view  it  in  reference  only  to 
the  investigation  in  which  we  have  been  engaged. 

The  proposition,  that  our  present  Gospels,  about  the 
end  of  Uie  second  century,  took  the  place  of  other  gospels. 
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which  had  before  been  regarded  as  of  authority,  cannot  be 
made  plausible,  except  on  the  theory  of  an  Original  Grospel, 
from  which  our  present  Grospels  and  those  other  gospels 
were  equally  derived.  It  is  only  by  representing  the  sup- 
posed earlier  gospels  as  works  of  the  same  character  with 
those  now  extant,  derived  in  a  similar  manner  from  the 
ttaroe  source,  so  that  all  were  but  refashionings  of  the  same 
original  document,  or  documents,  that  any  plausibility  can 
be  given  to  the  supposition,  that  our  present  Gospels,  on  the 
ground  of  their  being  more  complete  works  of  the  same 
class,  superseded  those  earlier  narratives,  which  are  ima- 
gined to  have  been  comparatively  imperfect  But,  when  it  is 
agreed  that  those  more  ancient  gospels,  upon  the  suppomtion 
that  any  such  were  in  common  use  during  the  second 
century,  were  not  branches,  growing  with  our  present  Gos- 
pels from  a  common  stock,  an  Original  Gospel,  but  were 
distinct  works,  permanent  in  their  form,  having  each 
a  proper  individuality,  dien  we  perceive  at  once,  that 
books,  which,  since  the  apostolic  age,  had  been  in  com- 
mon use  am(M)g  Christians  as  authentic  histories  of  their 
Master,  could  not  have  been  displaced  and  annihilated  by  a 
new  set  of  books,  introduced  about  the  end  of  the  second 
century.  It  would  be  as  easy  to  believe,  that  a  new  growth 
might  spring  up  under  a  forest  in  full  vigor,  and  overshade 
and  choke  the  trees,  which,  for  more  than  a  century,  had 
been  taking  root  in  the  soil. 


SSCTIOIf    VI. 

lUustraiion  of  the  First  Three  Gospels  to  he  derived  from 
the  Circumstances  connected  with  their  Composition, 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  the  origin  of  the  corre- 


cxcu  ADDITIONAL  NOTES. 

spondences  among  the  first  three  Goqiels  is  important  as 
regards  the  explanation  of  those  Gospela,  particularly  that 
of  Luke.    It  opens  a  new  source  of  illustration* 

The  Apostles,  familiar  as  they  were  with  the  words  of 
their  Master,  and  continually  using  them  in  their  disoours- 
es,  would  often  quote  them  disjoined  from  their  original 
connection.  They  would  hlend  together  those  uttered  at 
different  times  in  relation  to  the  same  subject;  and  they 
would,  likewise,  naturally  apply  to  new  occasions  bis  strik- 
ing eipressions  and  figurative  language^  so  as  sometimes  to 
divert  his  words,  more  or  less,  from  their  primitive  meaning, 
or,  at  least,  from  their  primary  reference.  But  these  char- 
acteristics of  their  preaching  would  be  likely  to  produce  an 
efiect  on  works  bearing  such  a  relation  to  it  as  we  suppose 
the  three  Grospels  to  have  done. 

This  efiect  is  less  obvious  in  the  Gospel  of  Matthew 
than  in  that  of  Luke.  But  in  Matthew^s  Grospel  we  find, 
I  believe,  what  may  be  called  a  systematic,  though  quite 
natural  arrangement,  connected  with  his  general  regard  to 
chronological  order.  When  some  striking  occasion  pre- 
sented itself,  he  seems,  in  a  few  instances,  to  have  brought 
together  sayings  of  our  Lord  which  he  viewed  as  related  to 
each  other,  but  which  were  uttered  at  different  times. 

Thus,  in  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  Matthew  appears  to 
have  intended  to  give  a  general  view  of  our  Lord's  teach- 
ing,  and,  taking  for  his  basis  what  was  spoken  on  that  oc- 
casion, to  have  connected  with  it  other  precepts  and  declara- 
tions, which,  if  I  may  so  speak,  had  been  attracted  to  and 
associated  with  that  discourse,  through  their  bearing  on  its 
main  purpose  or  on  particular  subjects  introduced  into  it 
In  consequence,  some  of  our  Lord's  words  as  there  given 
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belong,  as  may  seem,  to  a  later  period  of  his  ministry ; 
some  appear  to  have  been  called  forth  by  particular  oc- 
casions, which  aflerwards  occurred;  and  precepts  which 
were  accommodated  to,  and  limited  by,  the  peculiar  and  tem- 
porary circumstances  of  those  who  had  devoted  themselves 
to  him  as  his  disciples,  and  which,  perhaps,  were  not  ad- 
dressed to  them  till  their  number  was  increased,  and  their 
conceptions  of  their  new  duties  were  more  enlarged,  are 
blended  with  precepts  of  universal  obligation. 

But  the  most  important  example,  perhaps,  of  this  charac- 
teristic of  his  Gospel  is  to  be  found  in  the  prophecy,  as 
given  by  him,  of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  and  of  the 
coming  of  the  Son  of  Man.  This  appears,  from  a  com- 
parison with  Luke,  to  be  a  compilation  of  several  discours- 
es,* the  bearing  and  purport  of  all  of  which  are  not  to  be 
correctly  comprehended  without  regarding  them  in  connec- 
tion with  the  occasions  on  which  Luke  reports  them  to  have 
been  delivered.  It  is  to  be  recollected,  that,  according  to 
the  Gospel  of  Mark,  t  Matthew  was  not  present  at  this  dis- 
course. 

The  effects  resulting  from  the  manner  in  which  the  Apos- 
tles, in  their  teaching,  may  be  supposed  to  have  used  the 
words  of  their  Master  is  little,  if  at  all,  to  be  discerned  in 
the  Grospel  of  Mark.  His  account  of  the  saymgs  of  our 
Lord  is  much  more  limited  than  that  of  either  Matthew  or 
Luke ;  and  generally,  of  those  which  he  reports,  the  relation 
to  the  circumstances  which  called  them  forth,  and  the  re- 


*  Compare  Luke  xvii.  22-37,  and  zzi.  5-36,  with  Matthew  xxiy. 
1-42;  Luke  xii.  35-48  with  Matt.  zxiv.  42-51;  and  Luke  ziz. 
11-27  with  Matt.  xxv.  14  -  30. 

t  Ch.  ziii.  3. 
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lattoD  to  dach  other,  appear  to  have  been  well  settled. 
The  influence  of  the  oral  teaching  of  the  Apostles  on  the 
construction  of  his  Grospel  seems  to  have  extended  little 
further,  than  to  affect  directly  or  mediately  its  chronological 
arrangement,  as  formerly  suggested.* 

But  the  operation  of  those  characteristics,  which  have 
been  explained,  of  the  oral  teaching  of  the  A^postles  on  the 
Gospel  of  Luke,  was,  I  conceive,  so  great,  that  this  Gospel, 
in  consequence,  presents  throughout  remarkable  appear- 
ances, to  which  we  will  now  attend.  The  proof  of  the  ccmt- 
rectness  of  the  views  of  it  which  we  are  about  to  take  must 
be  drawn  principally  from  a  comparison  of  it  with  the 
Gospel  of  Matthew,  though  Mark  may  afford  occasional  as- 
sistance. 

I.  In  the  first  place,  Luke  has  sometimes,  I  think,  given 
the  words  of  Jesus  in  such  a  connection,  that  they  have  a 
meaning  which  he  did  not  express,  though  it  be  one 
which  he  might  have  expressed.  The  following  is  an  ex- 
ample. 

AocoRDiNQ  to  Matthew,  Jesus,  in  forewarning  his  Apos- 
tles of  the  persecution  which  they  would  endure  from  the 
enemies  of  his  religion,  tells  them  that  in  this  they  would 
be  like  him,  that  their  treatment  would  be  similar  to  his  own, 
and  charges  them  not  to  be  deterred  by  it  from  proclaiming 
the  truths  which  he  had  taught  them.  He  says  (x.  26- 28):  — 

^^  Fear  them  not,  then.  For  there  is  nothing  covered 
which  is  not  to  be  unveiled,  nor  any  thing  secret  which  is 
not  to  be  made  known.    What  I  tell  you  in  darkness,  speak 

*  See  before,  p.  olxzxi,  seqq. 
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in  the  light ;  and  what  is  whiflpered  in  your  ear,  proclaim  on 
the  house-tops.  And  fear  not  those  who  may  kill  the  body, 
but  cannot  kill  the  soul ;  rather  fear  him  who  can  destroy 
both  soul  and  body  in  hell.^' 

The  passage  goes  on  with  the  words,  ^^Are  not  two 
sparrows  sold  for  a  penny  ?  ^'  and  those  that  fellow. 

Here,  when  it  is  said,  ^^  For  there  is  nothing  covered 
which  is  not  to  be  unyeiled  '* ;  the  meaning  is,  that  there 
were  no  secrets  in  his  religion.  It  was  to  be  fully  proclaim- 
ed. Nothing  was  to  be  kept  ocmcealed  through  fear  of  men. 
Thus  Mark,  after  relating  the  parable  of  the  sower  and  its  ex- 
planation to  the  disciples,  represents  our  Lord  as  sa3ring,*  — 
^^  Is  the  lamp  brought  to  he  put  under  the  measure  or  the 
bench,  and  not  to  be  set  cm  its  stand  ?  Nothing  is  hidden  but 
that  it  may  be  made  known,  nor  was  any  thing  concealed  but 
that  it  might  be  brought  to  light  *' ;  which  words  are,  I  think, 
to  be  understood  thus  :  —  I  have  not  come  to  keep  back  the 
truths  of  religion,  but  to  reveal  them.  There  is  nothing  in 
my  discourses  intended  to  hide  them,  there  was  nothing 
intended  to  conceal  them  in  the  parable  you  have  just 
heard ;  on  the  contrary,  my  modes  of  speaking  are  adopted, 
because  they  are  most  likely  effectually  to  impress  these 
truths  upon  the  minds  of  such  hearers  as  I  address. 

Luke  has  one  passage  f  similar  to  the  last  But  in 
another  place  he  ascribes  these  words  to  Jesus  (xii.  1  -  5)  : — 

^^He  said  to  his  disciples.  Above  all  things  beware  of 
the  leaven  of  the  Pharisees,  which  is  h3rpocrisy.  For  every 
thing  covered  shall  be  laid  open,  and  every  thing  concealed 
made  known.  What  ye  have  spoken  in  darkness  will  be 
heard  in  Kght,  and  what  ye  have  whispered  in  closets  pro- 
claimed upon  house-tops. 

*  Murk  iv.  91,  aSL  t  Lako  viii.  16- 18. 

V 


cxcTi  ADDITIONAL  NOTES. 

^^  But  I  say  to  you,  my  fnends,  be  not  afraid  of  those 
"who  kill  the  body,  and  aAer  this  can  do  nothing  more ;  but 
I  will  instruct  you  whom  to  fear ;  fear  him,  who,  after  hay- 
ing killed,  bath  power  to  cast  into  hell.'* 

The  passage  continues,  like  that  in  Matthew,  ^  Are  not 
five  sparrows  sold  for  two  pennies  ?  '*  dec* 

The  first  part  of  this  passage,  it  is  evident  from  the  turns 
of  expression,  and  from  its  connection  with  what  follows, 
was  intended  to  be  a  report  of  the  same  words  of  Jesus 
which  are  given  by  Matthew.  There  seems  no  groimd 
for  doubt,  that  their  true  sense  and  proper  bearing  appear 
in  Bfatthew ;  but,  if  this  be  so,  their  meaning  was  misap- 
prehended by  Luke.  This  may  have  arisen  from  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  these  striking  words  had,  previously  to  die 
composition  of  his  Grospel,  been  sometimes  separated  from 
their  original  connection,  and  applied  to  the  subject  of  hy- 
pocrisy, to  which  they  so  well  admit  of  being  accommodated. 

The  following  is  another  example  of  the  same  kind. 

In  Bfatthew,  we  find  these  words  in  the  Sermon  on  the 
Mount* 

^*  Therefore,  if  thou  bring  thy  gift  to  the  altar,  and  there 
remember  that  thy  brother  has  a  charge  against  thee,  leave 
there  thy  gift  before  the  altar,  and  go  away ;  first  reccmcile 
thy  brother  to  thee,  and  then  come  and  ofier  thy  gift 
Show  thy  good-will  towards  him  who  has  this  charge  against 
thee,t  quickly,  whilst  thou  art  in  the  way  with  him  ;  |  lest 

*  Matthew  V.  33 -26. 

t  The  word  translated  **  adversary,* '  in  the  Common  Version, 
properly  means  adversary  in  a  suit  at  law,  and  the  person  here 
intended  by  the  term  is  the  same  as  "  thy  brother  who  has  a  cbai^ 
against  thee." 

t  The  conception  appears  to  be  of  the  person  who  has  injured  bis 
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he  bring  thee  before  the  judge>  and  the  judge  deliver  thee 
to  the  officer,  and  thou  be  cast  into  prison.  Truly,  I  say  to 
thee,  thou  wilt  not  come  out  thence  till  thou  hast  paid  the 
uttermost  farthing/^ 

This  is  the  conclusion  of  a  passage  in  which  our  Saviour 
warns  his  followers,  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  against 
being  angry  without  cause,  and  expressing  ill-will  to  others 
even  by  injurious  language.  The  words  which  immediately 
precede  are  these  :  —  "  Whoever  shall  call  his  brother  a  rep- 
robate shall  be  punishable  by  the  fire  of  hell."  It  was 
common  among  the  Jews  to  represent  a  sin  or  an  injury 
under  the  figure  of  a  debt,  and  the  whole  passage,  therefore, 
is  closely  connected.  He  who  has  injured  his  brother  is 
directed  not  even  to  worship  Grod,  till  he  has  efi^ted  a 
reconciliation.  He  is  to  show  his  good-will  toward  him 
quickly,  lest  he  should  be  called  to  suffer  the  full  punish- 
ment of  his  ofiTence. 

In  Luke,  the  last  part  of  the  passage  under  considera- 
tion appears  in  quite  another  connection,  and  with  a  difier- 
ent  meaning.* 

"  Hypocrites !  Ye  can  judge  correctly  of  the  appearances 
of  the  earth  and  sky ;  how  is  it  that  ye  do  not  judge  cor- 
rectly of  the  present  time  ?  Why,  even  from  yourselves, 
do  you  not  decide  on  what  is  right.  For,  as  thou  art  going 
with  thy  adversary  to  the  magistrate,  strive  on  the  way  that 
he  may  let  thee  go  free,  lest  he  drag  thee  before  the  judge^ 
and  the  judge  deliver  thee  over  to  the  officer,  and  the  officer 

brother,  meeting  him  in  the  public  way,  as  he  himself,  having  left 
the  altar,  if  seeking  him.  The  words,  however,  may  be  understood 
as  they  are  by  Luke,  —  '*  Whilst  thou  art  oh  the  way  with  him,"  that 
is,  to  the  judge ;  the  literal  meaning  being,  **  before  thou  art  called 
to  account  for  thy  sin  against  him." 
*Lukexii.56-59. 
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cast  thee  into  pnson.  I  tell  tbee,  that  thou  wilt  not  oome 
out  thence  till  thou  hait  paid  ^  uttermost  fiirthing.^* 

Here  our  Saviour  is  represented  as  reproaching  the  Ing- 
oted  Jews  for  their  blindness  to  the  character  of  the  times, 
by  which  is  meant,  to  those  proofii  of  a  divine  interpoaitioQ 
that  his  ministry  was  continually  afibrdisg.  Even  if  these 
proofii  were  less  striking,  they  might  judge  from  themsdves 
what  it  was  ri^t  for  diem  to  do ;  which  was  to  secure  the 
favor  of  God,  and  to  obtain  from  him  pardon  of  their  sins 
by  reformation.  Otherwise,  they  would  be  acting  as  one 
who  should  make  no  efibrt  to  propitiate  his  creditor  (as  he 
might  do) ;  and  who,  in  consequence,  should  be  ccmdemned 
k>  imprisonment  till  the  full  amount  of  hb  d^  was  paid ; 
that  is,  they  would  remain  exposed  to  the  iuU  pumriunent 
of  their  sins.  The  figurative  language  here  used  is  illus- 
trated by  that  of  the  parable  *  concerning  the  servant,  to 
whom  his  master  first  forgave  a  debt,  and  afterward  enfore* 
ed  its  payment,  on  account  of  the  cruelty  of  that  servant 
toward  one  of  his  fellows.  ^  And  his  master,  being  angry 
with  him,  delivered  him  to  the  executicuiers  of  the  law  till 
he  should  pay  all  that  he  owed.^' 

It  is  true,  that  Jesus  may  have  used  the  same,  or  similar, 
words  and  figures  in  difierent  senses  on  different  occasions. 
But,  as  regards  this  passage  in  Luke,  there  is  not  merely 
the  fact,  that  the  words  are  found  in  Matthew  with  another 
connection  and  meaning ;  but  the  obeourity  of  the  passage 
kself,  the  want  of  obvious  adaptation  of  one  part  to  another, 
and  the  difficulty  in  discoveriug  the  relations  of  the  ideas, 
serve  to  show,  that  expressions  have  been  brought  together 
which  were  not  originally  connected. 

*  Matthew  ZTm.  23-35. 
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n.  Lokb's  Gospel  presenlB  cases  of  another  kind,  in 
which,  though  the  meaning  of  the  worcb  of  our  Saviour  is 
not  changed  essentially,  or  perhaps  not  at  all,  yet,  through 
some  leading  association  in  the  mind  of  the  Evangelist, 
they  are  brought  togeter  in  a  new  connectioii,  and  applied 
to  a  subject  to  which  they  did  not  primarily  relate.  Thus, 
after  ^  appointment  of  the  Apostles,  Matthew  represents 
their  Master  as  giving  tiiem  directions  appropriate  to  their 
peculiar  duties.  For  these,  Luke  has  substituted  a  series 
of  more  general  declarattons  and  precepts,  taken  principally 
from  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  Yet  it  will  be  perceived 
by  one  who  reads  his  collection  attentively,  that  he  had, 
throughout,  the  peculiar  case  of  the  Apostles  in  his  mind, 
and  regarded  the  words  wbach  he  has  given  as  specifically 
referring  to  them.  In  this  respect,  the  discourse  has  the 
character  which  is  diown  in  the  first  words  of  it,  as  com* 
pared  with  those  in  Matthew.  Instead  of  ^Blessed  are 
the  poor  in  spirit,^^  Luke  gives,  as  a  direct  address  to  the 
Apostles,  *'  Blessed  are  ye  poor." 

FnMDd  inattention  to  this  circumstance,  there  has  been 
supposed  to  be  a  want  of  connection  in  the  discount,  which 
does  not  appear  when  it  is  viewed  under  its  proper  aspect 
This  may  be  illustrated  in  that  portion  of  it  which  has  been 
regarded  as  least  cdierent 

After  inculcating  virtues  which  were  peculiarly  required 
in  the  Apostles,  love  of  enemies,  irresistance  to  injury,  dis-. 
regard  of  their  private  rights,  universal  benevolence  and 
kindness,  freedom  from  hasty  judgment,  and  the  doing  good 
to  others  in  full  measure,  the  discourse  thus  proceeds  to 
enforce  the  necessity  of  their  rightly  apprehending  and 
fully  performing  their  own  duty  in  order  to  qualify  them  to 
be  teachers  of  others.* 

*  Luke  vi.  39- 45. 
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^*  Then  he  spoke  to  them  in  a  figure,  —  Can  the  blind 
lead  the  blind  ?  Will  they  not  both  fall  into  a  ditch  ?  *  A 
disciple  is  not  above  his  teacher,  but  every  <Mie  properly 
prepared  will  be  as  his  teacher.t  Why  dost  thou  look  at 
the  straw  in  thy  brother^s  eye,  and  not  consider  the  beam  in 
thine  own  eye?  Or  how  canst  thou  say  to  thy  brother. 
Brother,  let  me  take  out  the  straw  which  is  in  thine  eye, 
whilst  thou  perceivest  not  the  beam  which  is  in  thine  own 
eye  ?  Hypocrite !  first  put  the  beam  out  of  thine  own  eye, 
and  then  thou  wilt  see  clearly  to  take  the  straw  out  of  thy 
brother^s  eye.|  No  good  tree  produces  bad  fruit,  nor  does 
a  bad  tree  produce  good  fruit  For  every  tree  is  known  by 
its  firuit.  Men  do  not  gather  figs  from  thorns,  nor  grapes 
from  a  bramble.^  The  good  man,  out  of  the  good  store* 
house  of  his  mind,  produces  what  is  good ;  and  the  bad  man, 
out  of  the  bad  storehouse  of  his  mind,  produces  what  is  bad ; 
for  the  mouth  speaks  from  the  fulness  of  the  mind.'^  || 

These  sayings  are  all  connected  together  and  connected 
with  the  rest  of  the  discourse,  as  all  relating  to  the  charac- 
ter required  in  a  moral  and  religious  teacher.  That  the  tone 
which  runs  through  them  is  not  altogether  what  we  might 
expect  in  an  address  of  Jesus  to  his  Apostles,  is  to  be  ac- 
counted for  by  the  fact,  that  their  original  reference  was 
difierent  from  what  is  here  assigned  them.    Their  applica^ 


*  See  Matthew  zv.  14,  whence  it  appean  that  this  language  was 
Qsed  by  Jesus  concerning  the  false  teaching  of  the  Pharisees. 

t  Comp.  Matthew  x.  34,  John  ziii.  16,  and  zv.  20. 

t  Comp.  Matthew  vii.  3-5. 

§  See  Matthew  vii.  16-18,  where  this  figurative  language  is  con- 
nected with  the  direction  to  **  beware  of  false  teachers  "  ',  and  Mat- 
thew xii.  33,  where  Jesus  demands  that  the  test  here  given  should 
be  applied  to  his  own  teaching  and  character. 

n  Comp.  Matthew  zii.  34,  35. 
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tion>  likewise,  is  to  be  conceived  of  as  hypothetical,  not 
direct;  as  pointed  against  faults  of  character  which  the 
Apostles  were  to  avoid,  not  which  they  were  supposed  to 
have. 

With  one  exception,  these  sayings,  though  their  reference 
is  changed,  retain  their  original  meaning.  The  exception 
to  which  I  refer  is  in  the  words,  '^A  disciple  is  not  above 
his  teacher ;  but  every  one  properly  prepared  will  be  as  his 
teacher '' ;  the  meaning  of  which,  in  their  present  connec- 
tion, is,  that  he  will  be  as  his  teacher  in  ability  to  communi- 
cate instruction ;  but  this  is  not  the  sense  of  the  corre- 
sponding passages  of  Matthew  and  John,  which  have  been 
noted  in  the  margin.  There  the  meaning  is,  that  the  Apos- 
tles must  not  expect  to  be  better  treated  than  their  Master, 
and  must  be  as  ready  to  humble  themselves  as  he  was. 

ni.  Occasionally  St  Luke,  after  giving  the  words  of 
our  Saviour  on  some  particular  occasion,  seems  to  have  sub- 
joined other  words,  uttered  by  him  at  a  different  time,  as  a 
sort  of  commentary  on  what  he  then  said,  or  on  the  inci- 
dent related,  without  intending  that  the  latter  words  should 
be  conjoined  with  the  preceding  as  forming  one  discourse, 
but  also  without  sufficiently  discriminating  them  ;  so  that  a 
degree  of  confusion  and  obscurity  is  produced. 

Thus,  the  parable  of  the  dishonest  steward*  is  conclud- 
ed )yith  exhortations  to  the  proper  use  of  riches,  ending 
with  the  declaration,  ^^  Ye  cannot  be  servants  of  God  and 
of  Mammon.'^  After  which,  the  narrative  of  Luke  thus 
proceeds  •  t  — 

*^  And  the  Pharisees,  who  were  lovere  of  money,  heard 
all  this,  and  scoffed  at  him.    And  he  said  to  them.  Ye 

*  Luke  zTi.  1-13.  t  Lake  xvi.  14  - 18. 
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make  yoaiBehret  appear  rigbleQcia  in  the  sight  of  men,  but 
God  knows  yonr  hearts.  For  what  is  highly  exalted  among 
men  is  an  abomination  before  God. 

^^  The  Law  and  the  Prophets  were  till  John.  Since  then 
the  kingdom  of  God  has  been  aaaounced,  and  ereiy  one  is 
forcing  into  it  But  heaven  and  earth  may  pass  away  moie 
easily  than  one  tittle  fall  from  the  Law. 

*^  Whoever  puts  away  his  wife  and  marries  another 
commits  adultery ;  and  he  who  marries  her  who  was  put 
away  commits  adultery.** 

After  this  followi  the  pamble  of  Dives  and  Lazarus. 

Here,  at  first  view,  no  connectioii  appears ;  but  the  train 
of  thouj^t  admits  of  an  ezplanatioa  upon  die  principle  juit 
stated. 

St  Luke,  having  recorded  the  declaration  of  Jesus,  that 
the  Pharisees,  who  were  highly  exalted  among  men,  were 
an  abomination  before  God^  his  thoughte  turned  to  that  part 
of  their  character  on  which  diey  particularly  prided  them* 
selves,  their  strict  observance  of  the  Law,  that  is,  the 
oeremonies  and  rites  of  the  Law ;  and  this  led  him  to 
insert  those  words  of  his  Master,  which  announced  that 
these  ceremonies  and  rites  were  abolished  by  Christianity, 
that  they  were  virtually  abrogated  when  John  proclaimed 
the  kingdom  of  heaven.  But  with  these  words,  as  ut- 
tered by  Jesus,  was  connected  an  incidental  or  paren- 
thetical remark,  which  is  thus  given  by  lifaitthew :  * — ^^  Prom 
the  days  of  John  the  Baptist,  until  now,  te  kingdom 
of  heaven  is  forcing  its  vray,  and  the  niolent  art  mxing 
upon  f7.**  I  refer  to  the  last  words,  which  are  thus  ex- 
pressed by  Luke :  —  "  and  every  one  is  forcing  into  it** 


*  Matthew  xi.  12. 
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In  these  wonb  I  suppose  Jesus  to  have  referred  to  those 
maoy  Jews,  who,  possessed  with  false  notions  of  the  char* 
acter  of  the  Messiah,  as  a  deliverer  from  the  tyranny  of 
the  Somans,  and  ready  for  deeds  of  violence,  were  eager 
to  enlist  as  his  followers,  striving  to  foree  themselves  upon 
him  without  any  of  the  dispositions  which  he  required  in 
his  disciples.  The  words  in  question,  as  given  l^  Luke,  are 
out  of  place,  and  appear  only  in  consequence  of  their  origi* 
nal  connection  with  those  which  precede. 

But,  having  introduced  this  mention  of  the  abolition  of 
the  ritual  Law,  Luke  proceeds  to  limit  the  language  in 
which  it  is  expressed,  by  another  declaration  of  our  Lord :  — 
^^  Heaven  and  earth  may  pass  away  more  easily  than  one 
tittle  fall  from  the  Law.'*  '^  The  Law ''  is  a  term  used  in 
the  New  Testament  in  various  senses,  and  with  a  very 
difierent  force  and  bearing  in  different  connections.  In  the 
mouth  of  a  Jew  it  denoted,  in  one  of  its  meanings,  the 
whole  of  religion  as  understood  by  him.  The  Law,  or  the 
Law  of  God,  f^  the  terms  were  equivalent,  was  his  religion. 
In  this  sense  the  expression  might  be  *^  the  Law,''  simply, 
or  "  the  Law  and  the  Prophets."  By  our  Saviour,  either 
term  was  used  in  an  analogous  sense,  to  denote  those  essen- 
tial truths  of  religion  and  morality,  which  alone  constitute 
the  Old  Testament,  or  any  part  of  it,  a  book  of  religious 
instruction,  and  entitle  it  to  be  called  by  the  name  of  '^  the 
Law."  These,  the  true  Law  of  God,  could  never  be  abro- 
gated. Heaven  and  earth  might  pass  away,  but  they  would 
remain  unchangeable.  Using  the  term  in  this  meaning,  he 
declares,  *^  that  to  do  to  others  as  we  would  that  they  should 
do  to  us  is  the  Law  and  the  Prophets,"  that  is,  a  summary 
of  all  the  social  duties  taught  by  them ;  and,  elsewhere, 
that  the  whole  Law  and  the  Prophets  depend  on  love  to 
Grod  and  love  to  man.    This  was  the  Law  from  which  not 
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the  smallest  letter  nor  tittle  could  pass  away  ;  and  this  Law 
the  Pharisees,  instead  of  observing,  were  continually  vio- 
lating; and  were  thus  an  abomination  before  Grod. 

The  passage  respecting  divorce  is  introduced  with  refer- 
ence to  the  sanction  which  the  Pharisees  gave  to  the  great- 
est license,  in  this  respect,  on  the  part  of  the  husband.  No 
instance,  perhaps,  could  have  been  chosen,  which  would 
have  presented,  in  stronger  contrast,  their  avowed  morality 
with  the  morality  taught  by  Christ 

The  parable  of  Dives  and  Lazarus  has  no  relation  to  the 
Pharisees;  for,  considering  their  austerity  of  manners,  Je- 
sus could  not  have  typified  them  by  one  who  "  feasted  sump- 
tuously every  day."  It  was  suggested  to  the  recollection  of 
the  Evangelist  by  the  discourse  of  our  Saviour  respecting 
the  use  and  misuse  of  wealth,  which  gave  occasion  to  all 
on  which  we  have  been  remarking. 

IV.  In  other  instances,  St.  Luke  has  given  fragments  of 
what  was  said  by  our  Saviour  at  a  particular  time,  omitting 
the  connecting  and  explanatory  passages,  so  that,  though  the 
sense  of  every  part  might  be  clear  to  his  own  mind,  or  to 
the  minds  of  those  who  were  possessed  of  the  information 
current  among  the  first  Christians,  yet  it  is  not  at  the  present 
day  discernible  from  his  Gospel  alone,  and  we  learn  it  only 
by  a  comparison  of  his  accounts  with  those  of  Matthew. 

Matthew  has  preserved  the  striking  and  appropriate  dis- 
course delivered  by  Jesus,  when,  after  his  curing  a  demo- 
niac, the  Pharisees  said,  "  This  man  casts  out  demons  only 
through  Beelzebub,  the  prince  of  demons."*  In  imme- 
diate connection,  the  Evangelist  proceeds  thus :  t  —  "  Then 
some  of  the  teachers  of  the  Law  and  the  Pharisees  spoke. 


•  See  Matthew  x«.  22-37.  t  Matthew  xii.  38,  eeqq. 
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saying,  Teacher,  we  wish  to  see  a  sign  from  thee.  But  he 
answered  them,  A  wicked  and  apostate  race  would  have  a 
sign ;  but  no  sign  will  be  given  it  except  the  sign  of  Jonah 
the  Prophet'^  Jesus  then  speaks  in  strong  figurative  lan- 
guage of  the  depravity  and  indocility  of  the  race  with 
whom  he  had  to  do,  concluding  thus :  *  — 

^^  When  an  unclean  spirit  has  gone  out  of  a  man,  it 
passes  through  desert  places  in  search  of  rest,  and  finds  it 
not.  Then  it  says,  I  will  return  to  my  house  whence  I 
came  out ;  and,  upon  returning,  it  finds  the  house  unoccu- 
pied, swept,  and  put  in  order.  Then  it  goes  and  brings 
with  it  seven  other  spirits  worse  than  itself,  and  they  enter 
in  and  dwell  there,  and  the  last  state  of  that  man  is  worse 
than  the  first.     So  will  it  be  with  this  evil  race.'* 

The  evil  race  spoken  of  was  the  great  body  of  the  Jews. 
The  nation  is  compared  to  an  incurable  madman,  who, 
after  an  interval  of  quiet,  relapses  into  more  violent  insani- 
ty. The  figure  was  suggested  by  the  cure  of  the  demoniac, 
which  gave  occasion  to  the  discourse.  To  understand  its 
application,  we  must  consider  that  the  Jews,  sipce  their 
return  from  the  Babylonish  captivity,  had  not  fallen  into 
idolatry,  and  did  not  regard  themselves  as  exposed  to  pun- 
ishment from  God.  They  thought  themselves  much  better 
than  their  countrymen  of  former  times.  They  said,  *^  If 
we  had  lived  in  the  days  of  our  fathers,  we  would  not  have 
been  partners  with  them  in  slaymg  the  Prophets,  ^'f  But 
they  hated,  and  were  about  to  cause  the  death  of,  Jesus,  the 
greatest  of  Grod's  messengers  to  their  nation,  and  to  display 
their  enmity  toward  his  disciples,  as  their  fathers  had  perse- 
cuted and  put  to  death  their  religious  teachers.  They  were 
about  to  manifest  the  same  disobedience  to  Grod,  which  their 

*  Matthew  xii.  43  -  45.  t  Matthew  xzui.  30. 
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predeoessors  had  done,  in  a  manner  itill  moie  cratrageoos. 
The  interval  of  seeming  amendment  in  the  nation  was  no 
real  change  for  the  hotter.  The  eyii  spirit  had  returned, 
and  found  hia  house  prepared  for  his  reception,  and  entered 
in  with  seven  other  spirits  worse  than  himself. 

In  Luke,  the  passage  remarked  upon  appears  almost  in 
the  same  words.*  But  he,  after  giving  a  portion  of  our 
Saviour's  first  reply  to  the  Pharisees,  immediately  sufajoinB 
this  passage,  separated  from  its  proper  connection,  and  with- 
out any  thing  to  explain  it,  for  even  the  last  scntenoe,  ^  So 
will  it  be  with  this  evil  race,'*  is  omitted.  It  would  be 
impossible  from  Luke's  Gospel  alone  to  determine  its  refer* 
ence  and  ultimate  meaning. 

V.  In  one  instance,  a  portion  of  the  Sermon  on  the  Blount, 
we  have  found  a  discourse  of  Jesus  referred  by  Luke  to  an 
occasion  on  which  it  was  not  delivered.  Another  striking 
example  of  the  same  kind  occurs,  I  believe,  in  the  discourse 
consisting  of  a  series  of  denunciations  against  the  Phari- 
sees. This  has  the  appearance  of  having  been  one  of  the 
last  and  most  solemn  acts  of  the  ministry  of  Jesus.  It  is 
represented  by  Matthew  as  having  been  delivered  by  him  at 
Jerusalem,  only  two  da3rs  before  his  death,  in  the  temple. 
Which  he  had  then  entered  for  the  last  time,  amid  a  oon- 
oourse  of  people,  among  whom  many  of  the  Pharisees  were 
standing  as  listeners.  According  to  Afaitihew  he  concluded 
itthus:t  — 

^^  Jerusalem  I  Jerusalem !  who  killest  the  teachers  and 
stonest  those  who  are  sent  to  thee,  how  oHen  would  I 
have  gathered  thy  children  together  as  a  bird  gaiUiers  her 
young  under  her  wings ;  and  ye  would  not !    Behold  your 

*  Lake  xi.  34  -26.  t  See  Matthew  xxiU.  13  -39. 
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house  is  left  you  deserted.  For  I  declare  to  you,  Ye  shall 
not  see  me  henceforth,  till  ye  shall  say,  Blessed  is  he  who 
oometh  in  the  name  of  the  Lord. 
^'  And  Jesus  went  out  and  left  the  temple.^' 
The  words  of  Jesus,  just  quoted,  are  misplaced  hy  Luke, 
and  their  meaning  obscured  b  consequence.*  It  is  ohmus 
what  a  most  striking  conclusion  they  form  to  the  discourse, 
if  we  regard  it  as  it  appears  in  Matthew. 

Till  his  business  on  earth  drew  toward  its  accomplish* 
ment,  it  would  not  have  been  the  part  of  wisdom  in  Jesus 
to  exasperate  to  the  uttermost  the  passions  of  the  Phari<^ 
sees,  especially  under  circumstances  which  put  his  life 
in  their  power.  Nor,  till  his  Apostles  and  other  followers 
had  been  formed  to  their  duties,  as  &r  as  might  be,  by  his 
personal  influence,  would  it  haye  been  prudent  to  place 
tiiem  in  such  open  and  irreconcilable  opposition  to  those, 
whose  sanctity,  and  whose  authcmty  as  religious  teachers, 
had  been  so  reverenced  by  their  counUymen.  But  the 
deadly  hatred  of  the  Pharisees  was  no  longer  to  be  avoided, 
it  was  to  be  encountered ;  and  his  followers  had  received, 
and  were  just  about  to  receive  in  his  resurrection  from 
the  dead,  evidence  which  could  leave  no  doubt  in  their 
minds  of  his  divine  nossion.  Accordingly,  though  in  Mat- 
thew^s  account  of  the  preaching  of  Jesus  we  find  pre* 
vionsly  strong  ^pressions  of  censure  upon  the  Pharisees, 
or  upon  some  of  their  number,  yet  there  is  nothing  at  once 
so  plain  and  unreserved  in  its  meaidng,  so  direct  and  gener- 
al  in  its  application,  so  terrible  in  its  reproaches  and  de- 
nimciations,  and  pronounced  so  formally  and  solemnly  to 
a  public  assembly  representing  the  whole  Jewish  nation. 
Every  thing  now  conspired  to  give  weight  to  his  words. 

*  See  Luke  xiii.  34, 35. 
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Thd  utterance  of  them  appears  not  as  an  incidental  act  of 
his  ministry,  but  as  purposed  beforehand,  as  a  main  object 
of  it ;  as  a  testimony  delivered  in  the  name  of  God,  not 
against  the  character  of  the  Pharisees  alone^  but  against 
hypocrisy  and  bigotry,  whatever  forms  they  might  assume. 

Ail,  therefore,  according  to  the  narrative  of  Afatthew,  is 
consistent  But  Luke  represents  this  discourse  against  the 
Pharisees  as  having  been  uttered  somewhere  at  a  distance 
from  Jerusalem,  in  a  private  house, — the  house  of  a  Phari- 
see, who  had,  at  least  with  a  show  of  hospitality,  invited 
Jesus  as  a  guest.*  The  occasion,  likewise,  assigned  by 
Luke,  does  not  seem  such  as  the  discourse  required.  The 
Evangelist  sa3rs  :  —  '^  Now  while  he  was  teaching,  a  Pharisee 
asked  him  to  dine  with  him.  And  he  entered  and  placed 
himself  at  table.  But  the  Pharisee  wondered,  when  he 
saw  that  he  did  not  wash  his  hands  before  dinner  [con- 
formably to  a  ceremony  of  the  Jews,  to  which  they  attached 
great  importance].  But  the  Lord  said  to  him.  Now  you 
Pharisees  make  clean  the  outside  of  the  cup  and  dish,  but 
ye  are  full  within  of  rapacity  and  wickedness.'*  And 
then  follows,  with  some  variation  in  the  report,  the  same 
discourse  which  is  given  by  Matthew  as  delivered  in  the 
temple  at  Jerusalem.  The  misplacing  of  this  discourse  by 
Luke  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  supposition,  that  Jesus 
did,  on  the  occasion  to  which  this  Evangelist  has  referred 
it,  make  some  comments  on  the  superstitious  observances  of 
the  Pharisees,  and  speak  of  their  worthlessness,  contrasting 
it  with  the  importance  of  justice,  mercy,  and  truth. 

VI.  Onb  other  characteristic  of  Luke's  Gospel  remains 
to  be  mentioned.     He  gives  different  discourses  of  Jesus 

*  Luke  xi.  37-52. 
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with  so  slight  a  fonn  of  transition  from  one  to  another,  or 
perhaps  without  any,  that  they  all  appear,  at  first  view,  ei- 
ther to  form  hut  one  discourse,  or  to  have  heen  delivered  con- 
secutively.  Some  discourses  of  our  Lord,  we  may  suppose, 
had  been  hiended  together  in  the  oral  teaching  of  the  Apos- 
tles, as  relating  to  the  same  subject,  or  as  illustrating  each 
other ;  and  some  may  have  been  narrated  without  mention 
of  the  occasion  on  which  they  were  delivered,  this  occasion 
not  being  of  particular  interest.  As  Luke  was  unacquainted 
with  the  chronological  order  and  original  relation  of  these 
discourses,  he  has  collected  and  placed  them  miscella- 
neously, without  carefully  separating  one  from  another. 
An  example  of  this  is  furnished  by  that  portion  of  his 
Gospel  which  begins  with  the  fourteenth  verse  of  the  elev- 
enth chapter,  and  ends  with  the  ninth  verse  of  the  thirteenth 
chapter. 

This  view  of  the  formation  and  character  of  Luke's 
Gk)spel  may  assist  us  in  understanding  it,  and  solve  some 
difficulties  with  which  we  might  otherwise  be  embarrassed. 
But  the  consideration  of  the  phenomena  that  have  been 
pointed  out  leads  to  a  further  conclusion.  It  is  difficult  to 
state  them  without  implying  the  circumstances  in  which 
they  had  their  origin.  They  are  accounted  for  at  once,  if 
we  suppose  that  the  Apostles,  regarding  the  words  of  their 
Master  as  embodying  the  truths  of  his  religion,  were  accus- 
tomed to  bring  them  together  in  different  forms,  to  apply 
them  on  various  occasions,  and  sometimes  to  change  their 
original  sense  and  adapt  striking  expressions  to  a  new  sub- 
ject ;  and  that,  such  being  the  case,  they  were  collected 
and  arranged  by  one  who,  like  St.  Luke,  was  not  person- 
ally conversant  with  Jesus,  but  derived  his  information  from 
the  preaching  and  conversation  of  his  immediate  followers. 
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Thk  MhitioQ  ezplaias  all  the  appearances  preaented,  and  I 
know  of  no  other  which  will  ezplaifi  them.  But  thifl  boIvh 
tioQ  reata  on  the  belief,  that  the  worda  recorded  in  the  firat 
three  Goapela  were  tittered  by  Jeaua. 


Section  VIL 
Concluding  Remarks. 

It  haa  been  my  purpoae  to  show,  that,  when  we  conaider 
the  agreementa  and  differencea  among  the  firat  three  Goa- 
peb,  we  find  their  character  to  be  auch  as  cannot  be  ac« 
counted  fcnr  by  the  suppoaition,  that  the  Evangeliato  copied 
either  one  from  another,  or  all  firon  common  written  doc- 
nmenta.  Some  common  archetype,  however,  they  muBt 
have  had;  the  corresponding  paasages  which  we  find  in 
them,  if  they  did  not  previously  exist  in  a  determinate 
written  form,  must  have  existed  orally  in  ferma  neariy  re- 
aembling  thoae  which  they  now  preaent ;  and  thia  auppo- 
dtioo  of  a  model,  partly  fixed,  l^  a  regard  to  truth  and  by 
frequent  repetition,  and  partly  fluctuating,  through  the 
changea  of  oral  narration,  is  the  only  one  that  aooooata 
aatisfactorily  for  the  phenomena  preaented. 

But  the  narrativea  which  the  Evangelkts  have  thoa  trans- 
mitted to  us  were  the  original  aecounta  of  the  Apoedes  and 
first  preachers  of  Christianity.  This  appeara  from  the 
accordance  of  the  Gospels  widi  each  other  ia  the  Tiew 
which  they  present  of  the  marvelloua  character  and  nainia- 
try  of  Christ  Accounts  ao  wonderfy,  especiaUy  if  one 
fency  them  unfounded  in  truth,  would  have  been  distorted 
in  many  diflferent  ways,  with  or  without  some  diaboneat 
purpoae,  if  abandoned  to  oral  tradition,  floating  through 
difierent  coimtriea,  and  received  and  tranamitted  by  thou- 
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Mods  of  new  converts.  We  cannot  suppoae,  that,  after  tbe 
apostolic  a^,  three  uncoiiaeeted  wrkert,  founding  their 
narratives  upon  oral  aeooui^  alone,  would  haTo  harmoniz- 
ed together  as  do  the  three  Evangelists.*  The  agreement 
and  difierenoe  among  these  Grospela  present  a  very  extraor- 
dinary, or  rather  a  unique  phenomenon,  which  requires  a 
peculiar  cause  for  its  solution,  and  this  cause  is,  I  think,  to 
be  Ibund  only  in  the  fact,  that  they  were  all  baaed  upon  un- 
written narratives,  which  had,  as  yet,  lost  nothing  of  their 
original  character ;  and  which,  therefore,  were  the  narra- 
tives, true  or  fabe,  of  the  first  preachers  of  the  religion. 

In  reading  those  Gospels,  there£(»e,  we  are  in  effect  lis- 
iening  to  the  very  words  of  the  Apostles ;  we  are,  if  I  may 
80  speak,  introduced  into  their  presence,  to  receive  their  tes- 
timony coaeeming  deeds  and  words,  which  they  affirm  ^t 
they  saw  and  heard,  and  miracles  of  -such  a  chsuracter,  that 
it  would  be  idle  to  suppose  them  deeehred  or  mistaken  in 
their  reports.  The  question,  then,  oonceming  the  truth  of 
Christianity,  under  this  aspect  of  its  evidences,  lies  within  a 
narrow  compass.  Realise,  as  far  as  you  can,  the  cfaaracten 
mad  cireumstances  of  the  Apostles ;  pkoe  yourselves,  in 
imaipnation,  in  their  presenoe,  attend  to  their  testimony, 
and  searoh  for  every  motive  and  feeling  that  might  kad 
them,  all  in  common,  at  the  hazard  of  every  worldly  good, 
to  persist  in  asserting  the  truth  of  stories,  which  they  knew, 
and  thousands  of  thttr  hearers  knew,  and  all  might  know, 
to  be  ialse.  Just  so  far  as  any  probable  motive  may  be  as- 
signed for  such  conduct,  just  so  fiir,  sad  no  further,  bm^  the 
truth  of  Christianity  be  rendered  douhtfid. 

Thvs,  if  we  have  reasoned  rightly,  an  inquiry,  which 

*  Ssa  bsibre,  y.  176,  Jeqq. 
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might  at  first  view  seem  to  many  a  matter  of  euriositj 
lather  than  of  great  interest,  has  led  us  to  some  important 
conclusions ;  among  which  the  most  remarkahle  is,  that  the 
very  structure  of  the  first  three  Gospels  afibrds,  when  they 
are  compared  together",  proof  of  the  truth  of  the  history 
they  contain,  and,  consequently,  of  the  miraculous  origin  of 
our  religion.  Such  a  result  from  a  proper  examination,  and 
a  correct  view,  of  the  very  peculiar  phenomena  of  those 
Gospels  was,  perhaps,  to  he  expected. 

Whether  we  regard  the  history  of  Christ  as  true  or  false, 
there  can  he  no  question,  that  the  establishment  of  Chris- 
tianity is  the  most  memorable  event  in  the  history  of  our 
race,  that  which  has  produced  the  greatest  and  most  per- 
manent effects  upon  the  character  and  condition  of  men. 
To  produce  such  results,  some  most  extraordinary  cause  or 
causes  must  have  been  in  operation.  But,  if  the  account  of 
those  causes  which  we,  as  Christians,  receive,  be  not  true, 
the  whole  early  history  of  Christianity  will  assume  a  new 
aspect  Imagine  fraud,  enthusiasm,  mistake,  singular  com- 
binations of  circumstances,  all  or  any  thing  that  can  be 
moulded  into  a  plausible  scheme  to  account  for  the  origin 
and  rapid  progress  of  our  religion ;  still,  if  it  was  not,  as 
represented,  a  religion  from  God,  establbhed  by  miraculous 
proof,  all  its  original  bearings  upon  every  individual,  and 
every  subject  with  which  it  had  relation,  must  have  been 
essentially  different  from  what  we  conceive  them  to  have 
been.  As  we  suppose  the  religion  true  or  false,  we  are 
obliged  to  suppose  causes  in  action  of  the  most  opposite 
character,  —  the  power  of  God  in  one  case,  and  fraud  and 
delusion,  or  error,  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be  fancied,  in 
the  other.  But  those  causes  by  which  Christianity  was 
established,  let  us  suppose  them  what  we  will,  must  have 
stamped  their  own  character  ineffiiceably  upon  whatever 
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was  sutjected  to  their  operation.  If  Christianity  -  were 
false,  we  should  find  clear  marks  of  falsehood  in  the  history 
of  Jesus,  in  the  conduct,  preaching,  and  writings  of  those 
teachers  who  immediately  succeeded  him,  in  the  accounts 
of  its  propagation,  in  the  direct  and  indirect  notices  of  its 
early  converts,  in  its  real  or  pretended  bearings  upon  the 
history  of  the  times,  and  especially  in  its  doctrines  and 
morals.  We  should  distinguish,  at  first  sight,  such  an 
attempt  to  counterfeit  the  power  and  wisdom  of  Grod.  But 
truth  is  always  consistent,  and  discovers  itself  in  all  its 
aspects  and  connections ;  and  hence  it  is,  that  we  can  in- 
vestigate scarcely  any  subject  relating  to  the  early  history 
of  our  religion,  without  some  new  confirmation  of  our 
faith.  Though  many  parts  of  this  history  are  lost,  yet 
many  remain,  spread  over  a  wide  field,  so  that  we  may 
pursue  our  inquiries  through  various  and  very  different 
paths,  all  terminating  in  the  same  conclusion,  the  divine 
origin  of  Christianity. 


NOTE  E. 

(See  pp.  210,  212, 214, 216,  and  231.) 

JUSTIN  MARTYR'S  QUOTATIONS. 


Section  L 

Justin's  Quotations  from  the  Gospels. 

The  following  specimen  of  Jostin's  quotations  from  the 
Grospels,  as  I  beliere,  is  furnished  hy  Bishop  Marsh.*  I 
quote  it  as  given  hy  him,  omitting  his  notes,  which  are 
unimportant  to  our  present  purpose.  He  says, — "  If  the 
Aftofithjfiopsvfienet  rwr  *Anoax6Xmr,  from  which  he  professes 
to  quote  the  discourses  of  Christ,  were  no  otfier  than  our 
four  Gospels,  we  might  justly  infer,  that  the  same  verbal 
agreement  which  takes  place  hetween  Justin's  quotations 
from  the  Psalms  and  the  text  of  the  Septuagint,  would  take 
place  also  hetween  Justin's  qubtations  from  the  discourses 
of  Christ  and  those  discourses  as  recorded  by  our  Evange- 
lists. I  will  select,  therefore,  the  most  remarkable  of  our 
Saviour's  discourses,  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  With  the 
exception  of  one  or  two  short  sentences,  all  Justin's  quota- 
tions from  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  are  contained  within 
the  compass  of  six  pages  in  his  first  Apology.  I  will  lay 
before  the  reader,  therefore,  all  his  quotations  from  the  Ser- 
mon on  the  Mount,  contained  in  these  six  pages  (pp.  21  -26, 
ed.  Thirlby).     I  will  place  them  in  the  order  in  which  they 

*  lUtutration  of  bis  Hypothesis.  Appendix,  pp.  51  -55. 
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text 


follow  each  o^er  in  Jtistm^s  Apology,  and  wilt  dis&tgoisb 
them  hy  beginning  each  of  Justin^s  quotations  with  a  cop- 
itaV 


Justin's  Qnotations  from  the 
Sennon  on  the  Mount. 

^MMfimXi^u  n,  tx»»^p§f  mirif  • 

tirtX^iTv  i/f  riif  fimetXtmf 

9tptft^fm  iif  ri  amttif  wv^ 
"0#  y»ftu  mwXtXufii999  ^' 

£4  Aytttrmn  r§ut  kywmren  vftukt^ 

ri  umw  wutJrt »  ««)  ym^  m 
wi^t  Twr»  W9tM*f'  lyii  ^  ifuf 

yfui*^  Mmi  JiymWMTt  r«Vf  fUftSrrm^ 
pftMf,  Mt}  tvX»yur%  TiVf  nm^m- 

Hmrr)  rf  mirMurs  ^iWf,  umi  rw 

^T^m^Tt,     fi  ym(  hinJ^irt  wm^ 
St  lKwli*rit  XmCuH  Ti  mmnif 

w^n.     iftuf  Ik  /*^  0fi^mu^H%T$ 

xmi  fi^tf  iupmO^  »«2  X^gvmL 


Corresponding  Passages  in  onr 
Gospels. 
TlSU  i  /SAmtmi  ytnmTMm  9^  r* 

r»«y)«Xi^ii  ri,  l^iXi   «vr«fi|  Mmi  fidXi 

Juri  rtS ' 

#v^(^  ym^  0»t  7m  ^T«Jliir«i 

}»  TATf  /mX«»  r«v,  »«}  ftj^  2Xm 

nXATMU  r«  «ivr«  irutZ^t ;  *£y«>  ))  Xiy» 
v^v,  AyMrSr*  r«vf  l;^^^Mrf 

if»»ff  »mXsit  VMiTn  rnv  fu^mnrm$ 

VftMtt  Mtd  W(0€t»X*^  ^C 

Tf  mirtSfri  #•  )/)«v  •  mml  rh 
iiXsvrm  Juri  #»»  }m9$UmHtUf  ftk  Jur** 
wr^m^$»     *£«»  ^mnilnrt  wm^ 
St  IXr/^iri  kr»Xm^i7tf  ifim  vfuf 
X^^  ^^*  I  *<^  7*^  «'  ii/MtfrtfXA* 
kfun^rmXttt  ^mnt^wtu    Mik  ^ff#«v^i{in 
i!^»  lii#«inf»>f  Ir)  riff  y«f »  JrMT  rib 


liatth. 

V.  28. 


29. 


82. 

46. 

44. 


42. 

Luke 
^34. 


yi.  19. 


20. 


oczn 
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Jitttin'i  Qnotations  firom  the 
Samoa  on  the  Mofmt. 


Ml)  r^vw^vf .     /i^  /ufi^firt  H 
ri  fmynrtf  ti  ri  iv)i/r«Wi  •  §hx 

^m^i^nn  \  mi)  i  0i^  r^i^u  mhrA. 


^ynrt,  4  r/  li^vmWf  * 

in  T$¥ran  jc(!^m9  l;^frf  •  (tfnTn 
Mi)  r«i7r«  iri^yrw  vr^fnii/inrm 

Wriff  Istr  Ml)  ^  ftXft  TMf  Af' 


Conmponding  BssMget  in  our 
Goepeb. 
ifMt  Sn^Mf^t^  U  $i^9ijf  iwM  tSrt 

Ml)  Trfv  iiXifl^M  t^  iM^wrrMwr*  fift 

Ti  y«^  «f  iXiTtm  ifi^mrti  Xkt  r^ 
ui^fff  iXti9  xi^in^  rjiv  ft 

M^i^»$  ktrJikXwyfLm  riff  ^i%«f 


Mitth. 
xvi26. 


Tiftfh  §Sf  titMri^- 

Luke 

l^nft  /uJki  Ml)  «  «iM^  ^/Mry 

tL3& 

§lmri^/ti0f  iwri. 

"Ort  rif  HXi^p  «vr«»  AvmriXiM 

Metdu 

Ir)  vfm^W  »«)  iymiwt* 

▼.45. 

▼LS5. 

TI  ^i^n,  Mt)  ri  winnr%  •  ^upft  rf  #i^^Min 

ifuif,  ri  ifU^ngfi, 

*£/l^X(^^«rf  liV  rk  ^r%nk  r»v  «^mS^ 

26. 

s.  r.  X.  Mt)  i  «'«rj^  ^^  j  MfAftH 

T^i^mird' 

31. 

Tldfrm  yk^  rmSrm  rk  ihn  In^wrtT. 

38. 

OUt  yk^  i  r«rj^  iftSf  i  •l^fm. 

^*  ;tf?C««  r»¥rm  iwdvrm.     Znrun 

33. 

ft  ^fjOrif  rj^v  ^m0tXtm9  r$S  0US,  tuti  rj^ 

v^M-nliinrM 

v^rv.    *'Oa'«v  yi^  trrtv  i  hfmv^ 

Luke 

^/*m9,  Ul7  Ml)  li  Ml^l«  v/Mvr 

sL  34. 

7rrM. 

MetUi. 

i/t^^ritf  rm  M^m^  ^fit  ri  0tm0nMU 

▼i.  1. 

JUSTIN  MARTYR'S  QUOTATIONS. 


eczTii 


Justin's  Quotetioiis  fnm.  tlie 
SennoQ  on  th6  Motmt* 

Tw  wmr^  vffuif  tm*  if  rut 

§»(mf9ig, 

T^  ryuTtvri^ruf  r^v  ^Myifm, 

at^fxd  r«v  rmr  ;^iT»N»,  H  r«  lf»drt»9, 
ftn  KttXififf.   h  ^  Av  i^ys^^t 
h»x*s  i^r$t  t/f  r«  irv((* 
«'«»r2  \k  Jtyym^unri  #wi  /iiXtpf, 

7mi  ^Xir^vrif  fmv/tdj^ttrt 

r«v  wmri^  ifiSv  r§f  U  rtsf  tv^vtltt, 

T$  M^  fmif  Mai  ri  ft,  tS*  T$2i 

Ttirmw  \»  TMT  w»fn(0v» 
Obxi  '«#  i  Xiymf  fft,  K£^tf 
Kvftt,  finXfwririu  iiV  «^  ^- 
0tXiUf  tSv  pu^wff  AkX*  i 
wum  r«  HXnfut  rw  irmr^if  ftsv 

ftsVf  iu^  truu  A  kiym,  Juuuu  rpu 
ixp^nikmpris  /ti.  ir§XXpi  i\  i^«v- 

mifutrt  IfpiypfUf  mmi  ItripfUff 

»mi  ivfti/$ttt  Wun^mfitf  i 

jMt)  rirt  i^  nuTPttf  kw^x^i*^^ 

«r'  i/Mv  Ifymrm*  rnt  &uf»m$  * 
r«rt  »Xmif4f$4f  ttrmt  »«)  fi^vyf/tif 


Conmpondiiig  FlMBages  In  our 
Goqpds. 

•i  ft  ^u>yf,  ^r/«v  0^»  tx*r$  tra^k 
rf  irmr^)  ifttS*  vf  Iv  rtisf 

Tf  rihrrpfri  n  I*")  rnf  rmyivM, 
vrm^tx*  Mt}  «^f  ^XXnv  •  Mi)  ^Ir*  «^ 
«i|»«»r#f  r»v  T^  ifUiripff  zmi  rh  ;^ir«7M» 
/»^  jMrXvriif .     II5|  j  i^t^pfttfPt  -  -  - 
-  -  tux*f  twrau  tl$  r^t  yitfvmf  tpS  irv^f. 
Kmi  %trtt  n  il>^«^tvru  f»iXt49  It,  2fir«7t 

iftuif  tuvr^pfht  rm  M^vrit, 

iwptf  thttn  »/*£»  rk  /mXk  t^ytt^  »M4 

}t^kfptft 

rif  trmri^  iftSf  cm  ir  rt4t  pv^mfHt. 

Aiy^t  vfMf  /An  pftifm  IXtf.    "^tfrt  %\ 

p  Xiypt  u/Mi»)  Mt)  hi},  «0  pv  •  rp  Ik 

W%^tf0P9 

rpvTpt9  l»  rpu  trpHi^Mt  i^riu 

Oif  wig  i  kiyptf  fuij  Kv^ii, 

Ktf^ii,  linXivrirci  nV  «^y  /3«- 

rtX^p  rm  plr^vih,  kXX*  i 

WPiSf  r«  fiXnftui  r«v  wmr^Pt  ftstf 

rw  if  ph^atptf*     Tlmt  pit  2ms  kupvu 

ftpv  rput  Xiypvt  rpvrpust  f^*  WPtumhrpVff 

i/Apuifp/  mvTpft  X,  T.  X.      II«XX«}  i^«v- 

^i  fApi  iy  imihy  r^  4^^^f»  Kv^it,  Kv^ity 

pv  rtf  9if 

kfifutrt  «r^M^rf vMi^iy,  xmi  rf  rf  m- 

/««r4  ^^vi«  l|i/3i^X«/»iv,  »«)  Tf  0f 

Mft»rt  ivfdfpuf  wpkkkg  iwpt^mfUf  i 

Km}  r«ri  «^X«^r«r  mvrpts,  trt  pitiivrpTt 

tywf  iftat  •  kirpxffiiTt 

kf^  IfApy  M  i^ym^pfMfPt  r^v  kvpftUf. 

'£«ir  7rr«4  ^  uXmittftis  »mi  i  fi^¥y/Mf 

rm  p^pfTPtf,     T*rf  «/  )immm 
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Joftin'i  QootetiflBi  team  <be  OHSMpondiiig  IHiiwgwi  in  mt 

SennoQ  on  the  Mount  Qo^Mia. 

p^ v'WMnr  aagitp jmiJLm^  iaawfiipi    p^  WMnJi  aafr^  jmkXm^  1 
mmi  $}f  «^  /h(XX«nM.  mai  wh  «ra^  ^iXXiMM. 


Section  II. 
JusiifCs  Quotations  from  the  Sepiuagint. 

Similar  appearances  to  what  present  themselves  in  Jus- 
tin^s  quotations  from  the  Grospels  are  found,  also,  as  I  have 
formerly  remarked,  in  many  of  those  which  he  has  taken 
from  the  Septuagint*  The  cases,  as  has  been  observed, 
to  which  this  remark  does  not  apply  are,  for  the  most  part, 
those  in  which  he  quotes  passages  d  such  length,  that  we 
might  presume  beforehand  that  he  would  not  trust  his 
memory,  but  would  transcribe  them  ;  or  in  which  he  quotes 
passages  as  a  foundation  for  his  reasoning  in  controversy. 
But  if,  in  other  instances,  his  quotations  from  the  Septua- 
gint  present  the  same  appearances  as  do  the  quotations 
which,  we  believe,  he  borrowed  from  the  Crospels,  it  foUows, 
that  those  appearances  alK>rd  no  ground  for  ooDcluding  that 
Justin  did  not  qvote  the  Gospels. 

In  giving  a  view  of  his  quotations  irom  the  Septuagint,  I 
shall  begin  by  taking  them  in  the  order  in  which  they  occur 
in  his  first  Apology. 

*  See  before,  p.  213,  seqq. 
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I. 

Genesis  zliz.  10,  11.  Justin,  pp.  50,  51. 

Xmt  £f  tk0^  f  JiwUurms  >  nmi  Imf  Af  fX#»f  i  [f.  f  *]  kwinuroi  •  ««} 

airH  mvrli  trrmt 

AfAWtXn  Th  wSk»t  mur§Z,  sW  Mf^wiXtf  n»f  trSXn  ahrw^  irXdfmf 

«f  tXmt  wh  wSSX09  r9t  9h9  mimtS  • 

mmi  if  mtfutn  ^rm^itXSi$  r^ 

This  passage  Justin  professes  his  intention  of  quoting 
literally.t 

n. 

The  next  quotation  that  occurs  is  professedly  taken  from 
Isaiah,  to  whom  he  refers  by  name ;  but  is,  in  fact,  com- 
pounded of  some  words  from  the  prophecy  of  Balaam, 
giyen  in  Numbers,  and  some  others  taken  from  different 
parts  of  Isaiah,  so  that  there  is  no  corresponding  passage  in 
the  Old  Testament.    It  is  as  follows  (p.  53)  :  — 

Mi)  M  rp9  i3^«;^/«v«  mir$»  Um  IXwtMfif, 

The  first  four  words  may  be  found  in  Numbers  xxiv.  17. 
The  remainder  may  be  picked  out  of  the  following  verses 
of  Isaiah,  xi.  1,  10 ;  li.  5 ;  the  words  of  the  original  being, 
however,  somewhat  altered. 

In  the  Dialogue  with  Tr3rpho,  Numbers  xxiv.  17  is  quot- 
ed again  thus :  — 

Nnmbera.  Jnsfin,  p.  366. 

Mmi  dfmrrn^trt  iti^vTif  t(  *If^nX.  mi)  iypuftivf  V^  'Ir^iiX. 

*  See  Grabe'i  note,  ad  locum. 
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m. 

iMiah  Til  14.  Jnstin,  p.  53. 

This  verse  is  twice  quoted  at  length  in  the  Dialogue  with 
Tiypho  (p.  223  and  p.  279),  in  connection  with  the  verses 
which  precede  and  follow  it  In  both  places,  instead  of 
ltf»,  Justin  writes  X^ipnai,  which  is  the  reading  of  the  Vati- 
can MS.  In  the  last  clause  of  the  verse,  he  varies  from  his 
own  words  just  given,  and  corresponds  with  the  Septu- 
agint,  except  that  in  one  quotation  for  uaUoBig  he  writes 
naXianaij  and,  in  the  other,  agrees  with  Matthew  in  writing 
naXiaovai. 

IV. 
The  next  quotation  is  professedly  taken  from  Biicah. 
It  agrees  verbally  with  Matthew  ii.  6,  where  the  same  pas- 
sage is  cited,  but  differs  much  from  the  original.  Justin,  it 
is  apparent,  followed  the  Evangelist,  and  did  not  quote  di- 
rectly from  the  Old  Testament 

Micah  y.  2.  Justin,  p.  55.    Mitthew  ii.  6. 

iXtyt^rif  iT  t$S  iTnm  h  x*^'^"  lX«;^/rr«  iTiv  r$i$  Stytfum  *I«Ait  - 

Mitthew  adds  rh  *Ir^«x. 

Justm,  p.  805,  repeats  this  quotation,  from  Matthew's 
Greek  Gospel,  rather  than  from  Micah,  in  the  same  words 
which  he  here  uses. 
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V. 

iMiah  iz,  6.  Justin,  p.  55. 

T«v  £f»4v  mvrtS,  rm  Af^n, 

VI. 

Isaiah  Ixv.  2,  and  Iviii.  2,  united.  Justin,  p.  55. 

'£Strlr«r«  rkt  x*^t^  A*^  ^<^**'  ^'  '£9^  l{ta'ST«r«  rag  X^h**  f^^ 

ifrtXiypfroj  rpTt  WP^vtfiivMt  S^  •9rtkiy§»Tmj  Wi  rthg  a'«fiv«^i»«vf  Iv  S^ 

pi  jmrA.^.     AStpv ftfu  vv»  M^Uir  pi  jmrXji.  AiV«vri  fu  w  «^/riV| 

^Maimf, 

Mt}  lyyS^uf  &tf  itrJv/USfi.  iuii  ly^/^iiv  &if  rpX/uUtv. 

Justin  quotes  Isaiah  Ixv.  2  several  times,  as  he  has  here 
given  it,  or  with  slight  variations. 

vn. 

Fiulm  X3d.  17  and  19.  Jnstin,  p.  56. 

»mi  Iw)  riv  iftmn^ftif  fun  y^X»9      mi)  i^ttkpf  nXn^m  \w)  r#v  tfutTs^fppv 

»Xti^9,  ftP¥. 

A  few  lines  after,  Justin  quotes  as  follows :  — 

Again,  two  pages  after,  he  quotes  the  seventeenth  and 
nmeteenth  verses,  blending  them  with  another  from  the  third 
Psalm,  in  the  following  manner :  — 

Ftalm  xzL  17,  19 ;  iii.  6.  Jnstin,  p.  58. 

'Xl^tf^Mf  X^^  f^^i  *•  '•  ^*  ^^^  ^^'      A^T*}  X^Xp*  »Xn^9  \w)  rw  i/uirt^/Mf 

fMif,  mmi  i^t^dv  ftpp  wp^i  ««)  X^i*** 
'£y«»  ^^  l»ptf$^nf  »m)  iwm^m,  •  '"Eiym  Xi  Uptfuiftiv  »mi  SwfPt^m,  z«i 
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Notwithstanding  all  this,  however,  the  passage  from  the 
twenty-first  Psalm,  together  with  the  eighteenth  verse,  here 
omitted,  is  twioe  quoted  ooofbrmably  to  the  Septuaginl  in 
the  Dialc^ue  with  Trjpho  (p.  848,  p.  862). 

vni. 

The  next  passage  he  professes  to  quote  firom  Zephaniah ; 
it  is  in  fhct  taken  from  Zechariah. 

Zeofattiah  iz.  9.  JoBtfn,  pp.  56,  57. 

0mfif  Mvrit,  v^vf  mi^  ixtfiifimuin        Wsfiifin»sl/$  Iw*}  ^t^  »mi  wSiXgw,  «m» 
M  iw»i^iP9  tuti  vrSXtp  i4f».  &r»^i^jii>« 

The  latter  part  of  Justin^s  quotation,  beginning  with  the 
word  idav^  corresponds  verbally,  except  in  the  omission  of 
ual  before  imfisfitiKig,  with  the  citation  of  Matthew  (xxi. 
5),  and  not  with  ibi&  Septuagint ;  while  the  preceding  part 
corresponds  with  ^  Septuagint  and  nol  with  Matthew. 
In  the  Dialogue  with  Trypho  (p.  345),  its  passage  is 
quoted  again,  being  there  referred  to  Zechariah,  in  the  fol* 
lowing  manner :  -*- 

IX. 
baiah  L  3,  4  (p.  57)  corresponds  with  the  Septuagint 
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bibh  Izvi.  I.  Jut&i,  p.  58. 

fit  i^ftt  n^  yn  vwirUm  rSf       Kv^ih  •  i  «tff«Mr  ^  #^«f«f »  mm  ii  yn 

/Ml. 

Justin  quotes  the  passage  in  the  same  manner,  excepting 
a  very  slight  variation,  in  his  Dialogue  with  Tr3rpho  (p.  163). 

XI. 
The  words  of  the  next  quotation  are  loosely  cited  with 
variations  from  the  passage  beginning  with  the  eleventh  and 
ending  with  the  fifteenth  vena  of  the  first  chapter  of  Isaiah, 
no  regard  being  had  to  the  order  of  the  original ;  ood  from 
Isaiah  IviiL  6,  7. 

laaiah.  J^ttin,  pu  584 

(L  14.)  Tks  9§PfU94ms  if»Sh  Mt^  «'<^  T^^  tt^fUtUt  v/mv»  mi^  rk 

(▼.  IS.)  jMt)  li/ti^w  fAtydX9i9  9VM      nfti^»9  yifm/«r,  futi  t^^Ur  •!»» 

«vi;^4|^UM,  mtix^/iuu  • 

fnwriimf  mk)  a^imt  •  (▼.  12.)  tUT  Af   tt^  At  l^n^i  i^P^pas  fut^  tUmtuu- 

t^X^^*  •P^*»tlMt(y*  l5.)f<VajMtf- 

r«/(M«  vfuif  •  mi  yk^  A^i^'f  ^/Mkrv       0tfuu  ifiSv,    trXn^tsf  rnlftmrt  ml  x^f 

mlfuvTf  itX^fUf  •  (▼.  13.)'£«t» 

fifuri  fM  fiftiimXif,  ftUrmsn  •         ^fui*  •  »f »  f^^wrt  0tf»4kiki9f 

0ifftSmftm,  fiiXuyfU  fut  Ur/  •  09fumfutf  filHXmyfU  /mi  I^7«  • 

(▼•  11.)  0rim^  d^pmw  »mi  m!fuk  ^wUt^  d^*£9  tuii  mlpm 

r«^9  »ml  rf£ym  tif  fi§^ftm  •      rmv^mf  »»  ^vX§/mu  • 

(y.  12.)  rig  yk^  l^i^ifrifrs  rmSrm  l»   rif  yk^  l^i^trrurt  rsvo  l» 

rSf  x^*i^*  ^^'  I  Oviii.  6,yAxxk     rm  x**V'*  ^f^*  >  *Axxk 

Xm  9£9Tm  #v4i#/My  t^sMsmgy  iidXm    2tdX»t  irdvrm  rw^/Mr  tUhmimtf  itd^^m 

fT^ayymXmtdmUtf^vfmXXmyfit^iff  fr^myymXtof  ^mi/mv  ftmiXXmyftdrtn^ 

(▼.  7.)  2iJi^^tnm  mtfSvTi  rit  M^m    hrnyn  mmi  yvfutiv  ^mitn,  Xd0^$m  t 

WW,  mm)  ^Tifx^^  mwriyivt  <V«yt     itufmri  rkr  Mfnw  r«ir. 

iig  rh  Jimit  r«ir  •  \kf  llift  yv/ntn 

m^ifimXt. 
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xn. 

Isaiah  1.  6,  7,  8  (p.  58)  corresponds  to   the  Septuagint, 
with  slight  variations. 

xm. 

Pftalm  xzL  8,  9.  Jostiii,  p.  59. 

MfttXitf.    'Hxr«rf»  Ir)  K«^,       »if«Xiff,  Xiyttrtr, 
^Mm  uMf,  f¥0mHm  \tutrif. 

This  passage  is  quoted  conformably  to  the  Septuagint  in 
the  Dialogue  with  Trypho,  p.  355. 

I  HAVB  thus  far  brought  forward  all  the  quotations  from 
the  Septuagint  to  be  found  in  that  portion  of  the  Apology 
which  we  have  gone  over.  It  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  this 
course.  But  the  following  examples  may  serve  to  illustrate 
further  Justin^s  failures  of  memory  and  disregard  of  accu- 
racy in  quoting  the  Old  Testament 

In  his  first  Apology,  p.  76,  he  professedly  quotes  from 
Jeremiah.    The  passage  in  fact  referred  to  is  in  Daniel. 

On  page  77,  he  professedly  quotes  Ezekiel ;  but  the  pas- 
sage is  taken  partly  from  that  Prophet  and  partly  from  Isaiah, 
the  whole  being  given  as  one  quotation.  The  allusion  to 
Ezekiel  is  dear ;  but  the  language  of  Justin  is  merely 
colored  by  the  expressions  of  the  Prophet  The  quotation 
from  Isaiah  is  not  accurate. 

On  the  same  page,  he  professedly  quotes  Zechariah  ;  but 
the  passage  given  is  really  his  own  composition,  founded 
upon  words  and  thoughts  blended  together  from^echariah, 
Isaiah,  and  Joel. 
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On  p.  79,  we  find  a  passage  quoted  as  from  Isaiah,  tehich 
is  in  fact  taken  from  Jeremiah.  It  is  given  hy  Justin  as 
follows :  '— 

Jeremiah  ix.  26.  Justin,  p.  79. 

0»(x),  mk)  vSf  MjMf  *I^^ff A.  rk  }li  Uim  ri^v  a»(«^vrri«f. 

On  page  88,  he  quotes  Moses  as  saying :  — 

The  words  referred  to  are  these,  Deuteronomy  xxxii. 
22:  — 

^ytrmi  *fi»  fuH  rk  yitnifutrm  mMt^  fXU^u  $ifti>am  §^imt. 

On  p.  166,  he  ascribes  to  Hosea  what  was  said  by  Zech- 
ariah,  and  what  he  himself  elsewhere  (p.  77)  quotes  as 
from  Zechariah  ;  and  on  p.  236,  he  quotes  as  from  Zechariah 
a  passage  of  Malachi. 

I  HAV£  remarked,  that  Justin  has  twice  ^^  quoted  the  Pen- 
tateuch, once  expressly,  and  once  by  implication,  for  facts 
not  to  be  found  in  it."  •  One  of  the  passages  I  referred  to 
is  the  following.    Justin  says,  pp.  65,  66 :  — 

"  The  Holy  Spirit  of  prophecy  has  taught  us  by  Moses, 
saying,  that  when  man  was  first  formed,  God  thus  address- 
ed him.  Behold,  good  and  evil  are  before  thee,  choose  the 
good." 

Justin  seems  here  to  have  had  a  confused  recollection  of 
what  Moses  is  represented  as  having  said  to  the  Israelites, 
Deuteronomy  xxx.  15, 19. 

*  See  before,  p.  214. 
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The  other  paflsage  (p.  92)  is  one  in  which  he  speaks  of 
Moses  as  **  engaged  in  feeding  the  flodcs  of  his  maternal 
uncle  in  Arabia.*^  It  has  been  conjectured,  that  Justin,  in 
thus  writing,  confounded  the  history  of  Jacob  with  that  of 
Moses. 

The  only  quotation  from  Plato,  of  any  considerable  length, 
in  which  Justin  appears  to  have  intended  to  follow  the  words 
of  his  original,  is  a  famous  passage  of  the  Timsus.*  But 
he  here  differs  from  Plato  as  he  does  elsewhere  from  the 
Septuagint  and  from  the  Gospels. 

Tiineiu,  p.  28.  Joatiii,  p.  124. 

T«»  ^f  §Zf  rtmrjkv  nai  «wW^         T«r  )•  rcrl^  mm  infu^v^yw 

f v^f r«  i/f  ri(»r«r  m^mmrt*  Xiyut,      %i^T»  tU  wdtrms  ihnh  rngfrnXU. 

These  words  Justin  ascribes  to  Socrates,  though  they  are 
put  by  Plato  into  the  mouth  of  Timseus ;  and  represents 
them  as  an  exhortation  to  men  to  become  acquainted, 
through  the  exercise  of  their  reason,  with  the  Unknown 
God.t 

Many  similar  passages  might  be  added  to  those  I  have 
adduced ;  but  those  are  sufficient  to  show,  that  the  want  of 
verbal  agreement  in  Justin^s  quotations  from  the  Gospels 
affords  no  ground  for  doubting  that  he  quoted  the  Grospels ; 
that  he  was  not,  as  has  been  affirmed,  ^'  extremely  accurate 
as  to  the  words  of  his  quotations  ^* ;  and  that  no  hypothesis 
can  be  more  baseless  than  one  built  on  a  contrary  suppo- 
sition. I 

*  See  before,  p.  214. 

t  n^^  0MV  ^  rtS  myf§t0TM  mirtlti  iik  kiyv  }^9ir4*%mf  Xwiyfmrm  w^t^ 
nfiinr«)  tUrmt^  s.  r.  X. 
X  See  before,  p.  213,  seqq. 
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Sbotion  nL 

Passages  in  which  Justin  has  repeated  the  sane  (^aotaiion 
from  the  Gospels  with  Variations. 

I  HAVB  observed,  that  the  fact,  that  Justin  was  not  solicit- 
ous to  quote  what  he  calls  the  ^^  Memoirs  by  the  Apostles,^^ 
that  is,  as  I  believe,  our  present  Gospels,  with  verbal  accu- 
racy, is  proved  beyond  controversy  by  the  circumstance, 
that  he  repeats  the  same  quotation  with  variations.*  The 
following  are  examples. 


M«tth.iii.ll,12. 

Justin,  p.  336. 

L 

Justin,  p.  ddS. 

John  i  20,  23. 

'—'iwrti   M  rit 

—  flr^    §9$    »ai 

*I»^l£fn9     wra- 

fuf     Mm^tZi/U9H 

mlritlfiU' 

*£y^  fi^3  ^wri- 

IfiU'      Eo^/iUf 

Oi»  Cfii  i  x^«. 

Oy»  tifti  i>^  ; 

t^tt  vfiuif  Iv  Siartf 

vfiuif       fimirrZ^t 

wrht  dXXk  f«m^ 

X^rrki  ly'*P^ 

lii  ftird9$M9  •     i 

U  Siars,  iif  furd- 

/^»r#f  • 

^•mrf 

JkiirUi0ff»I^X^' 

fiat'   fUiU    li    i 

^"y^ 

futis  »0XH*^H'^ 

iV;^v^«ri^f    /*••'. 

;  ^•'eW'f  z**** 

fU9  Urht  tS  «v» 

«J#&»fW 

0S  ^m  t'i^ 

d^     Umfit    rk 

:»mfi$  rk  U^- 

Inm^U  rk  M^. 

ftmrm  fimrrmgmi. 

wr^tgmu 

11. 

Usttiv.lO.  Lnkeiv.S.        Justin,  p.  361.  Justin,  p.  407. 

Matthew.     T/n  Xiyu     — ilr#»f />«^««  mirtf   —  thrut^mrm  yk^ 


*  See  before,  p.  216. 
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Luke.  *Air»%^t$t)s  uirf 

rif    QtU  00V,   MMs   avTf 

III. 


lUtt  Tii.  22,  23. 

Kv^<«,  Mv^ti,  tit  rif  0Sf 

»«}  r^  wif  ifi/tmri  im/U' 

ififiMn  2tnmfiut   rtXXsf 
lir§inw»fUf  I  KmH  riri 
ifi4X»yn0f  uvrui,  in 


Justin,  pp.  25,  26. 
n«XX«)  It  l^Hf^iftHf 


Justin,  p.  302. 
II«XX«)   l^tSri  fUi 

Mftmrt  Xfmyfuw  »mi  Wi- 


'AMi;^«^i7n  mm^  IfUm. 


TV. 
In  immediate  connection  with  the  words  just  given  from 
Justin,  in  the  middle  column,  are  the  following,  as  part  of  the 
same  quotation :  —  ''  Then  shall  be  weeping  and  gnashing 
of  teeth,  when  the  righteous  shine  forth  as  the  sun,  and  the 
unrighteous  are  sent  into  eternal  fire.  For  many  shall 
come  in  my  name,  clothed  in  the  skins  of  sheep  without, 
but  being  ravenous  wolves  within."  The  last  words  are 
from  Matthew  vii.  15.  That  they  did  not,  in  the  text  of  the 
Gospel  used  by  Justin,  stand  in  the  connection  in  which  he 
has  here  given  them  (p.  26)  may  appear  from  his  quoting 
them  elsewhere  (p.  208),  not  in  a  declarative,  but  in  a  pre- 
ceptive form,  as  they  appear  in  Matthew,  thus :  — 
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Blatth.  yiL  15. 
II^«rt;^iri  %  dtri  rSw 

t()^fTM  r^  vfiuit  If 

2i  tin  kvtt$t  i^aytf,         itrtt  Xv»m  i^myts 


Justin,  p.  26.  Jnstiii,  p.  208. 

rSf  MfMtri  fMW,  V^trt    ^tyi0ir^tptirS9f  §lrtns 

X^M  aL^wttyt$, 


MatUi.  xix.  16,  17. 
K«j  tUuy  tut  flr^cri  XAwf 


*0  n  i7<rf»  Avry, 
T/  ^  Xi^f  dymSif  i 


Justin,  p.  25. 
Ml)  tlwifrtSf 
dv'iu^itmr*  Xiytttf 
OUtifdymSit  tl/t^fUfH 


Justin,  p.  854. 

dirtx^harty 

T/  //u  Xiyut  dymiif  \ 

tk  irr)y  dym^iff 

i  ILinff  fu¥f  i  U  n»s 


Matth.  xziiL  23, 24, 27. 
Ovmi  yfuff  y^Mftfutruf 

Zrt  dtril^tMMTtSrt  ri 

[Luke  xi.  42. 
T«  ii)M#/My,  Ml)  T^  nfy«- 
Mv,  Mit)  flrSv  X«;^«My3 
Mu  A^Miiri  rk  fim^vrt^ 
rtS  *•/*•»,  rJiv  u^Utf,  »ai 
r«y  IXi«y,  mi)  vii9  witrn. 


VI. 

Justin,  p.  172. 
Olmi  ifuw,  y^ftftMTUt 

9«/  *  7t4  dwt^ttMTtSrt 

^iymuff  r^f  ft  «y«- 

m^Uif   «&   mmrmfHtrt  • 

rii^  SUM»MI^M<a 

t^/ttitf  fmtfifMfu  iSfMiM, 
IrWtv  ft  yiftMTts 


JoBtin,  p.  376. 


T£^4i  »t»WM/tif»4y  11^- 

t0t0i%9  yiftttrtf  i^risn 

dir»U»mvM9nsy  rJk»  ft 
M^^nX^f  Mmrawifvrtff 
riffXti  dnyi. 


*  I  think  it  most  probable,  that  thia  ia  the  true  reading  in  Matthew. 
If  it  be  not,  it  ia  the  reading  both  of  Mark  and  Luke. 
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[Luke,    jm}  ^rm^i^x*^ 

rift  »^UiVf  mmi  rk*  dyd» 

T.  S7.— In  wm^tfud' 


VII. 

IfiatUiefWZxiT.  11,S4.  Jiiitiim>.  208. 


r»«  iy»^0§9tm»t  mi) 
(t.  24.)  *£7te#i(r«fT»i 

^€99ti  0nfmm  fuyiXm 
LuktxxLS* 

II«U^  )4e  IXiMMVfW 


r«r»  wterSf  irXm9^$9ei9, 


Jwitia,  p.  316. 
B«i>i^  .... 

r^  Mftmrt  mirm 
wn^Oit^09Tmtj  mai 


vin. 

liattli.  zxtL  39.  Jditiii,  p.  351.  Jnstiii,  p.  361. 

ri  ywiignf  rtSriw  r4|My  rmr$  kit^  IfuS* 
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Matth.x.40. 

Lolw  X.  16. 
*0  tuuum  »fun,  IfuS 
MMtvu  «  Mtti  i  dhrSv 

dhrSvy  Mru  wit  dW' 
0rtiXm99d^ 


IX. 

Justin,  p.  25. 
*0f  yk^  •Mttu  fuVf  mm^ 

dwtruXmvrii  fu* 


Jostiii,  p.  98. 
'O  \fuu  drntim^  iIsWm 


X. 

Jirtii,  pp.  23,24. 


Matthew  v.  45.  Un  jmk)  §l»riytut9^ 

irt  rn  fKXi«f  avrw  mm)  r«v  jfXiM  mir^ 

dtmriXku  M  wnn^$vt  dvmvixXu  M  dfu^rtt- 


J«iliii,p.347. 


§i»r!^f$0nst  df  nmi 
jMi)  yk^  rif  wmfT9M^d' 
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Section  IV. 


On  the  Coincidences  between  Justin  and  the  Greek  Gospel 
of  Matthew,  in  Deviations  from  the  Text  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint. 

It  has  been  remarked,  that  Justin^s  use  of  the  Crospels, 
and  more  particulariy  of  the  Greek  Gospel  of  Matthew,  is 
shown  by  the  &ct,  that  his  citations  from  the  Old  Testa- 
ment are,  some  of  them,  to  all  appearance,  borrowed  from 
that  Gospel;  being  conformed  to  the  words  there  found, 
when  these  words  differ  from  those  both  of  the  Septuagint 
and  the  Hebrew.*  Of  this,  two  examples  have  been  already 
given  in  Section  Second,  numbers  IV.  and  VIIL  The 
following  are  of  the  same  kind. 

Jeremiah  xzzviii.  15,  «p.  LXX.  JnstiD,  p.  307. 

xxzL  15,  Hebr. 

0«»n^  l»  T«/^f  iMvWn,  0«»nk  If  *P«/*f  mMtif 

ifnfw,  mmi  »Xmy0/»w,  mi)  HvffuS  •  »kmvi/iH  mi)  S^y^t  mXvg  • 

*Pa)^X  tiwtnXmtftitnt  Itr)  rwv  «M?f  *P«;^fkX  »>M$Ht0m  rk  ruiva  «vriif, 

M  TMiF  iMMf  mhrnti  ^*  t»M  uV/v.  iri  tv»  M, 

Justin  agrees  verbally  with  the  quotation,  Matthew  ii.  18, 
except  that  there,  in  the  Received  Text,  ^g^vog  xal  is  in- 
serted before  xlonf^ftog ;  but  those  words  Griesbach  marks 
as  probably  spurious. 

The  passage,  Isaiah  xliL  1  -  4,  is  twice  quoted  by  Justin ; 
it  is  also  quoted  by  Matthew,  xii.  18-21,  with  much  varia- 
tion from  the  Septuagint  The  passage,  as  first  quoted  by 
Justin  (p.  403),  is  given,  with  variations  belonging  to  Mat- 
thew, as  follows :  — 

*  See  p.  231,  note. 
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Septaagint  Ifatthew  and  Jmtin. 

—  UtHtm  T0  mtZftd  fU¥  Im^  —  0^at  ri  mvfui  ftHf  W 

mvrif  •  aMw  • 

— ««   »i»^m^trmty    §vSi   mni^tty    tv^     — cvm  S^/rti,  Mfrt  »(mj^u   [Matthew 

mtfvfinrtrmi  V^  ii  ^ni  ttyrtS,  has  •iXi  %^m.uyu^t\y  •Srg  mtf»€%vat 

r«i  pBiatthew,  »tXi  »m§v^u  r<r]  l» 
rmTt  wXMrtUuf  rilp  ^^ttiip  avrtS. 

^Uf  Mt)  XfMf  »»ini}^ifttf§9  §i  0^0U.     na^  Xim  rvpifutt*  tl  /til 

[Matthew  has  not  ^]  ^fiUu. 

What  renders  this  coincidence  with  Matthew  more  re- 
markable is,  that  it  disappears  when  Justin  repeats  the 
quotation  (p.  425),  except  in  the  single  instance  of  the 
word  rv(p6fityov.  When  Justin  made  his  first  citation,  we 
may  suppose  that  he  quoted  from  memory,  and  that  the 
words  of  the  Evangelist  recurred  to  him  more  readily  than 
those  of  the  Septuagint 


Section  V. 
On  the  Quotations  of  the  Fathers  generally. 

When  it  is  argued,  that  Justin  Martyr  did  not  quote  our 
present  Grospels,  because  his  quotations  do  not,  for  the  most 
part,  coincide  verbally  with  their  contents,  it  is  implied, 
that  there  is  a  specific  difference  in  this  respect  between 
him  and  other  fathers  whose  use  of  the  Gospels  is  undis- 
puted. It  is  true,  that,  as  a  general  characteristic,  the 
later  fathers  do  not  quote  so  loosely  as  Justin.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  he  wrote,  that  have  been  formerly 
pointed  out,*  must  have  led  him  to  regard  a  strict  adher- 

*  See  before,  p.  216, 0eqq. 


oomif  ADDITIONAL  NOTES. 

once  to  the  Tery  words  of  any  paiticiilar  Evangelist  as 
wholly  unimportant  In  proportion,  Kkewise,  as,  after  his 
time,  the  Grospels,  in  common  with  the  other  hooks  of 
the  New  Testament,  became  objects  of  more  critical  study, 
as  controversies  were  to  be  settled  and  doctrines  were  to 
be  defined  by  their  authority,  so  would  the  custom  become 
more  prevalent  of  adhering  to  the  exact  expressions  of 
some  one  of  them  in  quoting.  But  there  is  no  such  dif- 
ference of  character  between  Justin^s  quotations  and  those 
of  his  successors  as  to  afford  any  ground  for  supposing, 
that  they  made  use  of  different  Croepels.  An  inconecl 
assumption  of  greater  accuracy  than  exists  in  the  quota- 
tions of  the  fathers  has,  in  this  and  other  cases,  given  occa- 
sion to  errors  and  false  hypotheses.  It  has  affected  the 
criticism  of  the  text  of  the  New  Testament;  and,  what 
is  of  more  importance,  on  the  loose  citations  of  other 
earlier  writers  beside  Justin  Martyr,  have  been  founded 
hypotheses  respecting  other  gospels,  beside  his  Memorahilia^ 
imagined  to  be  different  from,  though  nearly  allied  to,  our 
present  Grospels;  such,  for  instance,  as  certain  Gospels 
used  by  the  Apostolic  Fathers,  so  called,  for  the  former 
existence  of  which  Eichhom  contends.* 

On  the  subject  of  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  I  have 
already  made  some  remarks ;  and  have  stated  the  fact,  that 
verbal  accuracy  is  to  be  confidently  expected  only  within 
narrow  limits,  and  under  conditions  that  do  not  apply  to 
the  quotations  of  Justin.t  But  I  have  thought  it  might  be 
worth  while  to  add  the  testimony  of  the  three  last  prin- 
cipal editors  of  die  New  Testament,  Griesbach,  Mattheei, 
and  Scholz,  and  of  Eichhom  himself. 


*  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.   L  113,  seqq.  t  See  p.  210,  seqq- 
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Griesbach  says  of  Origeii)  oft  whose  quotations  he  so 
much  relies,  that  '^  in  the  same  work,  at  the  distance  of  a 
few  pages,  he  sometimes  quotes  the  same  passage  from 
the  New  Testament  in  a  different  manner^' ;  and  that  the 
same  uncertainty  in  his  quotations  appean,  as  might  be 
expected,  in  his  d^rent  works,  when  compared  together.* 
**I  freely  acknit,^'  he  says,  "that  Origen  did  not  always 
examine  his  manuscript  when  be  was  about  to  quote  a  pas- 
sage from  Scripture,  but  sometimes  trusted  to  his  memory ; 
whence^  tfaroogbout  his  works,  the  construction  of  passages 
is  ahemd ;  one  synonymous  word  is  substituted  for  another ; 
articles,  particles,  and  prepositions  are  omitted,  with  other 
similar  changes,  that  for  the  most  part  do  not  affect  the 
sense.  I  admit  further,  that  it  was  not  always  bis  purpose  to 
adduce  the  very  words  and  syllables  of  a  passage,  but  that, 
according  to  the  object  he  had  in  view,  he  sometimes 
altered,  omitted,  or  added,  or  even  expressed  the  sense  only 
of  the  sacred  writer,  in  his  own  style  and  words.^'  t 

I  have  already  quoted  a  passage  f  in  which  Griesbach 
says  of  another  of  his  principal  Alexandrine  authorities, 
Clement,  that  '^he  not  unfreqoentiy  cites  from  memory, 
and  gives  rather  the  sense  tfaav  the  words  of  the  sacred 
writers.^'  Matthssi,  after  adducmg  one  example  m  which 
Clemeot  has  bknded  together  incerrecily  the  words  of 
two  different  veraes,^  883^  that  there  are  a  thousand 
otbet  stmikur  passages  in  hie  writtags ;  and  adds  (alluding  to 
Griesbach):  -^"  When  I  say  a  tAotiMnd,  I  speak  not  firom 
eoBQectnre,  as  others  do  who  make  him  a  chief  authority  of 

*  Dissertatio  de  Codd.   Origenianis,  published  in    his  Oposcula 
Academica,  I.  244,  seqq. 
t  ComtneDtaiius  Criticus,  Partic.  II.  p.  zxvi. 
X  See  before,  p.  211. 
§  The  passage  noticed  on  pp.  105, 106. 

DD 
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the  Alexandrine  recension,  but  from  well-grocuided  knowl- 
edge."* 

Matthsei  observes,  that  those  quotations  of  the  Greek 
fathers  are  roost  to  be  regarded,  which  are  to  be  found  in 
their  commentaries ;  but  affirms,  that,  when  these  are  ap- 
pended to  the  original  Text,  the  readings  found  in  the 
commentary  not  unfrequently  differ  from  those  ef  the  Text 
He  says,  that  Origen  often  arbitrarily  alters  passages  to 
conform  them  to  his  fanciful  expositions;  and  that  Chiys- 
ostom  repeats  the  same  passage  several  times  with  differ- 
ent variations  in  a  single  Homily.  Of  quotations  found  in 
other  writings  than  professed  commentaries,  he  says,  that, 
as  &r  as  he  is  acquainted  with  them,  ^^  the  Greek  fathers, 
generally  and  particularly,  used  little  or  no  care  to  quote 
passages  of  the  New  Testament  as  they  found  them  in 
their  manuscripts;  hence  it  is  common  for  them  to  be 
inconsistent  with  themselves ;  and  they  also  quote  the  same 
passage  falsely  in  different  places,  either  through  accident 
or  design."  t 

Scholz  says :  —  ^^  The  fathers  were  accustomed  to  quote 
the  Scriptures  from  memory,  without  inspecting  their  manu- 
scripts, so  that  we  can  very  seldom  be  certain  whether  their 
citations  faithfully  represent  the  text  of  those  manuscripts, 
or  whether  the  various  readings  found  in  their  worics  owed 
their  origin  to  lapses  of  memory  and  indolence.  Some- 
times they  compress  a  long  passage,  sometimes  paraphrase 
a  short  one,  and  sometimes  give  the  meaning  rather  than 
the  precise  words  of  a  passage,  as  it  occurred  to  their 
recollection,  in  a  form  adapted  to  the  occasion;  so  that 

*  Ueber  die  sogenannten  Recensionen,  u.  ■.  f.    ^  Upon  the  Re* 
censiong,  lo  called,  of  the  Text  of  the  N.  T."  p.  8. 
t  Ibid.  p.  45. 
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diey  quote    the   same    puaage    di£feie&dy    in    di^rent 
places."  • 

In  treating  of  the  criticism  of  the  text  of  the  New  Tes« 
lament,  Eicbhom  says :  — ^^  Concerning  the  value  aod  trust- 
worthiness of  the  quotations  of  the  fiithers,  many  doubts 
arise.    Did  not  the  Church  t  designedly  alter  many  passa- 

*  Prolegomena  in  N.  T.  p.  cxxxv.    See  also  what  followg. 

f  T%e  Church  is  a  personified  abstract  idea,  which  Eichhom,  as  we 
have  had  occasion  to  remark  before  (see  p.  40,  seqq.),  and  other  Ger- 
man critics,  have  regarded  as  acting  very  injudiciously  in  early  times. 
Eiofahom  refers  (Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.  Vol.  V.  p.  129,  note),  in  illostra- 
tion  of  the  question  above  quoted,  to  the  fourth  volume  of  his  Intro- 
duction. But  nothing  can  be  more  futile  than  the  scanty  list  of 
passages  which  he  there  gives  (pp.  210,  211,  216)  as  having  been 
designedly  altered  by  the  Church.  The  first  is  the  omission  of  the 
words,  **  before  they  came  together  **  in  Matthew  i.  18.  If  the  author- 
ity of  the  ohnreh  operated  in  this  case,  it  availed  no  further  than  to 
cause  the  passage  to  be  struck  out  of  two  modem  manuscripts.  This, 
however,  may  be  thought  not  a  &ir  specimen  of  his  instances.  But 
the  omission  of  the  words  **  neither  the  Son,"  in  Mark  xiii.  32 
(which  words  many  have  considered  as  hard  to  reconcile  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity),  presents  an  unexceptionable  case.  Here  the 
ChoToh  succeeded  so  far,  that  they  are  wanting  in  one  Greek  manu- 
script, in  two  Latin  manuscripts,  and  there  is  a  question  whether 
they  were  not  wanting  in  some  manuscripts  seen  by  Ambrose; 
but  they  are  fi>und  in  all  other  known  manuscripts  and  versions, 
and  are  quoted  by  many  fathers,  including  Athanasius.  How  little 
the  firaudulent  practice  which  Eichhom  supposes  was  counte- 
nanced by  those  of  highest  authority  among  Christians,  even  in  a 
degenerate  age,  may  appear  firom  a  passage  of  Augustine,  cited 
by  Eichhom  himself  in  connection  with  his  notice  of  one  of  those 
corruptions  which  he  attributes  to  the  Church.  The  name  **  Jere- 
miah," Matthew  xxvii.  9,  was  omitted  by  some  few  copyists,  be- 
cause the  passage  there  found  is  not  taken  firom  Jeremiah;  upon 
which  Augustine  remarks :  —  **  There  was  no  motive  [that  is,  copy- 
ists could  have  had  no  motive]  for  adding  the  name,  so  as  to  produce 
a  &lse  reference ;  but  there  was  a  cause  for  its  omission  in  some  manu- 
scripts, that  is,  a  daring  want  of  judgment,  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the 
difficulty,  that  this  testimony  is  not  found  in  Jeremiah." 
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gOB  to  confonn  them  to  orthodozj,  and  have  not  die  fiuben 
adopted  such  alterations  ?  Do  not  the  fathers  often  quote 
the  same  passage  differently  in  difierent  parts  of  their 
works?  In  their  citations,  do  diey  not  regard  the  sense 
more  than  the  words?  Hence,  do  they  not  often  pan- 
phrase  the  passage  which  it  is  their  purpose  to  adduce  ?  Do 
they  not  often  trust  to  Uieir  memory  in  quoting  ?  And  did 
not  this  habit  often  lead  them  to  blend  toge^r  different 
passages  and  combine  them  into  one  ?  Certainly,  these  are 
facts  which  cannot  be  denied ;  but,  still,  the  quotations  of 
the  fathers  are  not  all  without  use  in  the  criticism  of  the 
text''* 

After  what  has  been  already  said,  I  thould  hardly  hare 
thought  it  worth  while  to  adduce  this  evidence  in  order 
further  to  show,  that  Justin's  want  of  verbcd  accuracy  in 
quoting  affords  no  proof  that  he  did  not  quote  our  present 
Gospels.  But  I  hare  been  induced  to  do  so,  because  the 
facts  stated  are,  as  I  hare  remarked,  important  in  their 
bearing  upon  other  subjects  connected  with  our  general 
inquiry. 

*  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.   Vol.  V.  pp.  127, 128. 


NOTE  F. 

(See  p.  247.) 

ON  THE  WRITINGS  ASCRIBED  TO  APOSTOLICAL  FATHERS. 


Section  I. 

« 

Purpose  of  this  Note. 

The  purpose  of  this  note  is  to  give  some  account  of  the 
^^  Writings  of  the  Apostolical  Fathers,^^  so  called,  and,  on 
the  one  band,  to  explain  why  I  have  not  referred  to  them 
as  afibrding  proof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Grospels,  and  on 
the  other  hand,  to  show  that  they  do  not,  as  has  heen  pre- 
tended,* furnish  any  evidence  that  other  gospels  were  in 
oommon  use  before  those  which  we  now  possess. 

They  are  called  Writings  of  Apostolical  Fathers  be- 
came they  are,  or  have  been  supposed  to  be,  writings  of 
individuals  who  were  converaant  with  some  one  or  more  of 
the  Apostles.  I  limit  ^e  term  in  the  following  remarks 
to  those  about  the  genuineness,  or  very  early  date,  of  which 
any  oontfoveray  may  be  supposed  to  remain ;  and  in  treat- 
ing this  subject,  I  am  compelled,  as  wUl  be  perceived,  to 
differ  from  Lardner,  a  writer  never  to  be  spoken  of  without 
respect,  and  consequently  from  Paley,  who  follows  him,  in 
my  views  of  the  works  themselves,  and  of  their  importance 
as  regards  our  general  subject 

*  Eiolihoni'€  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.  I.  113-140.  See  before,  pp. 
96*100. 
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Though  these  writiogs  have  been  considered  as  among 
the  earliest  memoriab  of  Christianity,  yet  it  is  remarkable 
how  unsettled  are  the  questions  concerning  their  genuine- 
ness, antiquity,  and  value,  and  how  little  they  have  been 
attended  to  by  many  of  those  who  seemed  particularly 
called  upon  to  investigate  the  subject  The  few  remarks 
that  Lardner  has  made  concerning  the  authority  of  those 
which  he  quotes  in  proof  of  the  credibility  of  the  Grospels  are 
far  from  being  satisfactory ;  and  the  same  may  be  said,  on  the 
other  hand,  of  the  observations  of  Priestley  in  his  ^\  History 
of  Early  Opinions,^^  by  which  he  would  invalidate  their 
authority.  The  German  theologian  Semler,  dogmatizing, 
as  usual,  without  assigning  reasons  for  his  opinion,  pronoan- 
ces  them  all  spurious,  or  of  doubtful  credit*  Little  is  to  be 
learnt  from  the  late  ecclesiastical  histories  of  Neander  and 
Gieseler.  Olshausen,  a  modem  German  vnriter  of  reputa* 
tion,  in  his  work  on  the  genuineness  of  the  Grospels,  declines 
discussing  the  genuineness  of  the  writings  in  question,  as 
having  no  bearing  on  his  main  inquiry,  but  affirms  them 
all,  except  ^^  The  Second  Epistle  of  Clement,'^  so  called,  to 
be  among  the  oldest  Christian  writings  extantt  And  some 
other  modem  German  theologians  quote  them  almost  indis- 
criminately, as  if  they  were  works  of  established  authority. 

But,  notwithstanding  the  apparently  unsettled  state  of 
opinion  respect'mg  these  writings,  I  think  we  may  arrive  at 
some  definite  and  satisfactory  conclusions  concerning  them.( 


*  Commeiitarii  Historici  de  Antiquo  Chrisdanoram  Statu,  Tom.  L 
pp.  99, 40. 

t  Die  Eohtheit  der  vier  canoniacfaen  EvangeHen  erwieaen,  p.  411. 

t  A  tnuailation  of  the  writiiifi  in  queation  waa  pobliahed  by  Arch- 
biahop  Wake  in  1G93,  under  tiie  title  of  ^  The  Genuine  Epiatlea  of 
the  Apoatolical  Fathera,"  &c.,  with  a  preliminary  diaoourae.    It  has 
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Section  II. 

The  Epistle  of  Clement  of  Rome  to  the  Corinthians,    Other 
Works  ascribed  to  Clement, 

Thb  first  work  we  shall  notice  is  the  Epistle  of  Clement 
of  Rome,  written  in  the  name  of  the  church  at  Rome, 
where  he  was  bishop  or  presiding  officer,  or  perhaps  only  a 
distinguished  presbyter,  to  the  church  at  Corinth,  upon  oc* 
casion  of  some  dissensions  which  there  preraUed.  Only  a 
single  manuscript  copy  of  the  work  is  extant,  at  the  end 
of  the  Alexandrine  manuscript  of  the  Scriptures.  This 
copy  is  considerably  mutilated ;  in  some  passages  the  text  is 
manifestly  corrupt,  and  other  passages  have  been  suspected 
of  being  interpolations. 

The  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of  this  Epistle,  that  is, 
for  the  fact  that  the  Epistle,  as  now  extant,  was  in  the  main 
written  by  Clement,  seems  to  be  full  and  satisfactory. 

IrensBus,  appealing  to  the  doctrines  of  Clement,  as  op« 
posed  to  those  of  the  Gnostics,  says  that  Clement  had  seen 
the  Apostles  and  had  been  connected  with  them,  and  that 
when  he  became  bishop,  their  preaching  was  still  sounding 
in  men^s  ears,  and  many  were  living  who  had  been  taught 
by  them ;  and  then  proceeds  to  allege  the  Epistle  in  question, 
describing  it  as  written  by  the  church  of  Rome  to  that  of 
Corinth,  and  giving  a  general  account  of  its  character.* 


since  been  Mveral  times  reprinted ;  one  edition  having  appeared  at 
New  York,  in  1810.    But  the  work  is  poorly  executed.    The  pre- 
liminary disconrse  is  deficient  in  good  sense,  and  the  translations  in 
correctness  and  in  appropriateness  of  language. 
*  Contra  Hares.  Lib.  III.  cap.  3.  §  3.  p.  176. 
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DioDjTsius,  bishop  of  Corinth,  about  the  year  170,  wrote 
seven  Epistles,  now  lost,  to  diflerent  churches.  One  of 
these  was  addressed  to  the  church  at  Rome,  in  which  he 
said  to  them,  as  he  is  quoted  by  Euaebius : «— *^To^y  is 
the  Lord^s  day,  in  which  we  have  publicly  read  your 
epistle ;  the  reading  of  which,  as  well  as  of  that  formerly 
written  from  you  by  Clement,  will  be  to  us  a  comitant  source 
of  instructioiik'^  • 

The  Epistle  is  abundantly  quoted  as  the  work  of  Cleownt 
of  Rome  by  Clement  of  Alexandria.  It  is  nsentioned  aeveial 
times,  with  high  praise,  by  Eusebius,  who  says,  that  its  gen* 
iiywiMWB  was  unquestioned ;  and  that  it  had  been  fbrmerky, 
and  was  even  in  his  day,  publbly  read  in  many  cfaurche8.t 
Photius,  in  the  ninth  century,  gives  a  particular  critidsm 
upon  it ;  and  before  his  time,  there  is  no  doubt  that  our 
present  manuscript  copy  was  written.  1^, 

Though  the  sentiments  of  this  Epistle  are  cooMneadeible, 
it  appears  to  be  the  woric  of  as  author  of  very  moderate 
ability.  There  are  no  expressions  of  personal  feeliag  to 
give  it  life  and  interest  It  has  the  air  of  a  homily  ad- 
dressed to  the  Corinthians  on  general  topics,  such  as  humili* 
ty,  order,  peace,  freedom  firom  envy  and  angry  passioDS, 
repentance,  and  Christiaa  charity,  which  were  adapted  to 
the  state  of  thiags  existing  among  them,  ks  antiquiQr  and 
the  other  circumstances  attending  its  coii^)oailieA,  were 
probably  the  pnncipal  causes  of  the  notorial  and  &vqi  it 
obtained. 


*  Apud  Euieb.  Hut  Eccles.  Lib.  IV.  c.  23. 

\  Hkt.  Eccles.  Lib.  IIL  c.  16.  et  o.  3& 

t  For  a  fuU  account  of  the  authoritiea  ia  proof  of  the  ^onuiBeiieai 
of  this  Epistle,  see  the  Veteniai  Teatinoaift  isL  ike  editioa  of  the  Pk- 
tres  Apoftolici  by  Ck>tetiar  and  Le  Cleio,  Took  I.  pp.  12B- ISSL 
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There  seems  no  reason  for  questioning,  that  it  was  written 
by  a  person  named  Clement,  who  held  a  place  in  the  church 
at  Rome,  which  afterwards  caused  him  to  be  entitled  bishop, 
and  who  had  been  conversant  with  Apostles.  He  was  sup- 
posed by  some  of  the  ancients  to  be  the  Clement  mentioned 
by  St.  Paul  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Philippians  (iv.  8)  as  a 
fellow-laborer  with  him ;  but  this  is  doubtful.  Of  the  bear- 
ing of  this  work  on  the  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of  the 
Grospels,  I  shall  speak  hereafter. 

Thbbb  was  another  work,  of  which  a  fragment  only  is 
extant,  that  in  the  fourth  century  was  by  some  ascribed  to 
Clement,  and  called  his  ^^  Second  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians.*' 
At  Uie  present  day,  it  is  generally  agreed  that  it  was  not 
written  by  him.  It  is  first  mentioned  by  Eusebius,  who  does 
not  regard  it  as  Clement's  work,  and  says  that  it  was  quoted 
by  no  ancient  writer.*  It  was  evidently  a  work  of  very 
little  note  or  credit,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  it 
to  have  been  in  existence  much  before  the  time  when  Euse- 
bius mentions  it.  Dionysius,  bishop  of  Corinth,  about  the 
year  170,  speaks  of  the  Epistle  of  Clement  to  the  Christians 
of  that  city  in  such  a  manner  as  distinctly  proves  that  he 
knew  nothing  of  any  second  epistle. 

Eichhom,  in  endeavouring  to  prove  that  the  Apostolical 
Fathers  had  gospels  different  from  the  four  Grospels,  makes 
much  use  of  this  fragment ;  though  he  does  not  maintain 
that  the  work,  of  which  it  was  a  part,  was  written  by  Clem- 
ent, nor  adduce  any  argument  to  show  that  it  was  written 
before  the  end  of  the  second  century.t  It  contains  various 
quotations  of  words  of  Christ,  most  of  which  there  is  no 

*  Hilt  Eccles.  Lib.  UI.  c.  38. 

t  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.   1. 132  - 131. 

SB 
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difficulty  in  supposing  to  be  cited,  strictly  or  loosely,  from  our 
present  Gospels.  But,  in  one  place,  Peter  is  represented  as 
interposing  a  question  not  mentioned  in  Uie  Grospels ;  and, 
in  another,  a  passage  is  quoted  from  an  apocryphal  bodi, 
called  the  Gospel  of  the  Egyptians,  of  which  I  have  else- 
where given  an  account* 

The  quotation  of  an  apocryphal  book  by  an  early  Chris- 
tian writer,  or  his  introducing  a  relation  of  something  con- 
cerning the  history  of  Christ  not  found  in  the  Grospels,  has 
no  bearing  to  prove  that  the  Gospels  were  not  regarded  by 
his  contemporaries  and  by  himself  with  Uie  highest  respect 
as  the  authentic  histories  of  Jesus.  We  find  such  passages 
after  the  period  when  there  is  no  question  that  the  Gospels 
were  so  esteemed.  But,  in  respect  to  the  particular  case 
before  us,  it  is  an  obvious  oversight  to  attempt  to  prove  that 
the  Apostolical  Fathers  used  not  our  present  Gospels,  but 
apocryphal  gospels,  from  a  work  which  it  is  not  pretended 
was  written  by  an  Apostolical  Father,  and  for  the  existence 
of  which  we  have  no  proof  before  the  fourth  century. 


Section  III. 

The  Epistle  of  Polycarp  to  the  PhiUppians. 

What  may  next  be  mentioned  is  an  Epistle  by  Polycarp, 
bishop  of  Smyrna,  to  the  church  at  Philippi.  A  portion  of 
it  only  is  extant  in  Greek ;  the  remainder  is  furnished  by 
an  old  Latin  translation.    Polycarp  died  a  mart3nr  in  the 

*  In  Part  III.  Cb.  XI.  of  thia  work. 
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second  century.  Respecting  the  precise  time  of  his  death, 
thd  data  are,  I  think,  too  uncertain  to  afford  ground  for 
any  of  the  different  computations  which  have  been  made. 
Irenseus  twice  mentions  having  known  him,  when  he  him- 
self was  a  young  man.  He  speaks  of  his  distinct  recollec- 
tion of  his  person,  his  manners,  his  way  of  life,  and  of  his 
public  discourses,  in  which  Polycarp,  he  says,  reported  the 
words  of  John  and  of  other  hearers  of  the  Lord  with  whom 
he  had  been  conversant,  and  their  accounts  respecting  the 
miracles  and  doctrine  of  the  Lord,  all  corresponding  to  the 
Scriptures.  Irenaeus  relates  that  he  suffered  martyrdom 
when  a  very  old  man.  To  his  Epistle  to  the  Philippians  he 
refers,  in  connection  with  his  reference  to  that  of  Clement 
of  Rome,  as  giving  proof  of  the  opposition  between  the  doc- 
trine of  Polycarp  and  that  of  the  heretics.* 

This  Epistle  is  mentioned  by  other  ancient  writers,  nor 
is  there  any  reason  to  doubt  its  genuineness ;  except  that  a 
passage  appears  to  have  been  interpolated  near  its  conclu- 
sion, inconsistent  with  what  is  found  in  the  preceding,  part 
of  the  Epistle,  and  fraudulently  intended  to  give  counte- 
nance to  certain  Epistles  forged  in  the  name  of  Ignatius, 
to  be  mentioned  hereafter.t 


*  Contra  Hsres.  Lib.  III.  c.  3.  §  4.  Epist.  ad  Florinum,  ap.  Euseb. 
Hist.  Eccles.  Lib.  V.  c.  20. 

t  The  passage  referred  to  is  what  is  dow  Dumbered  as  the  thir- 
teenth section.  In  this,  epistles  of  Ignatius  are  mentioned  as  sent 
by  Polycarp  to  the  Philippians,  annexed  to  his  own. 

In  the  body  of  the  Epistle  (§  9),  Polycarp  says  to,  the  Philippians :  — 
'*  I  exhort  you  all  to  obey  the  doctrine  of  righteousness,  and  to  ex- 
ercise all  patience,  such  as  ye  saw  before  your  eyes  not  only  in  those 
blessed  men  Ignatius,  and  Zosimus,  and  Rufus,  but  also  in  others  who 
were  of  your  number,  and  in  Paul  himself  and  the  rest  of  the  Apos- 
tles ;  being  persuaded  that  they  all  ran  not  in  vain,  but  in  faith  and 
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The  Epistle  of  Polycarp  is  a  general  exhortation  to  Chris- 
tian duties.  It  does  not  appear  to  ha?e  bad  any  specific 
purpose,  but  to  hare  been  occasi<Mied  by  a  request  of  the 
Philippians  that  he  would  write  to  them,  —  a  request  which 
not  improbably  had  its  origin  merely  in  their  respect  for  his 
age  and  eminence.  It  is  founded  on  the  writbgs  of  the 
New  Testament,  and  pervaded  with  conceptions,  turns  of 
expression,  and  quotations,  borrowed  from  them.  I  shall 
speak  of  it  again  in  connection  with  the  Epistle  oi  Clement 


sxcTioif  rv. 

The  Shepherd  of  Hennas, 

Thbbb  is  a  work  called  ^The  Shepherd  of  Hermas,'' 
which  has  been  regarded  by  some  as  the  production  of  a 
fanatic,  who  imagined  that  he  saw  visions,  or  of  an  impos- 
tor, pretending  to  have  seen  them.  But  I  diKem  in  the 
book  no  marks  of  fanaticism  or  imposture.  It  seems  to  me 
to  belong  to  the  same  class  of  vnritings  as  ^*  The  Tablet  <^ 
Cebes,"  "  The  Vision  concerning  Piers  Ploughman,^  or,  to 


righteoufiieM ,  and  that  they  are  with  the  Lord,  with  whom  they  were 
fellow-aufieren,  in  the  place  that  waa  due  to  them." 

When  this  panage  was  written,  it  is  evident  that  Ignatiaa  wa» 
dead,  nor  is  his  death  spoken  of  as  if  it  were  a  recent  event  Bat 
the  author  of  the  interpolation,  overlooking  this  passage,  and  refer- 
ring to  the  story,  that  Ignatios,  after  leaving  Smyrna,  passed  throngb 
Philippi  on  his  way  to  suffer  martyrdom  at  Rome,  makes  Polycarp 
request  the  Philippians  to  communicate  to  him  any  certain  informa- 
tion they  might  have  concerning  Ignatius  himself  and  those  who  were 
vrith  him :  —  *'  Et  de  ipso  Ignatio,  e(  de  his  qui  cum  eo  sunt,  qood 
certius  agnoveritis  significate." 
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take  a  more  &miliar  example,  Banyan^s  ^^  Pilgrim's  Prog- 
ress,''  or,  more  generally,  to  the  class  of  works  of  fiction, 
especially  those  written  in  the  first  person.  The  author, 
like  Bunyan,  describes  himself  as  having  witnessed  a  suc- 
cession of  visions,  and  also  as  having  received  various  com- 
munications, which  he  was  commanded  to  publish.  His 
representing  an  angel  as  having  appeared  to  him  under  the 
likeness  of  a  shepherd  gives  its  title  to  the  work.  Its  alle- 
gories are  not  suited  to  the  taste  of  modem  times,  but  were 
adapted  to  engage  the  attention  and  affect  the  minds  of 
readers  in  the  age  when  it  was  composed. 

By  some,  both  in  ancient  and  modern  times,  the  writer 
has  been  supposed  to  be  the  Hennas  mentioned  by  St  Paul 
in  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans,  ch.  zvi.  v.  14. 

This  book,  for  a  considerable  period,  obtained  great  favor 
and  authority  with  many  in  ancient  times.  It  was  especially 
acceptable  to  the  fathers  of  the  Alexandrine  school.  It  is 
once  quoted  by  IrensBus.  Clement  of  Alexandria  often' 
quotes  it  as  a  book  of  high  authority.  Origen,  in  one  place, 
says,  that  he  thinks  it  was  the  work  of  the  Hermas  men- 
tioned by  St  Paul,  that  it  seems  to  him  a  very  usefbl  writing, 
and  that,  he  thinks  it  divinely  inspired.  Elsewhere  he  quotes 
it  often,  but  sometimes  with  such  qualifying  expressions  as 
^^  if  that  writing  is  to  be  received.^'  Once  he  mentions 
it  as  ^^  despised  by  some,''  and  once  in  citing  it,  he  speaks 
of  ^*  venturing  to  use  a  certain  book,  which  circulates  in  the 
churches,  but  is  not  acknowledged  as  divine  by  all.'' 

TertuUian  once  notices  the  book  slightingly  before  he 
became  a  Montanist ;  afterwards  he  speaks  of  it  with  rep- 
robation, because  it  contradicted  the  severe  doctrine,  which 
he  then  held,  that  there  was  no  repentance  for  Christians 
guilty  of  unchastity.  Yet,  even  in  expressing  his  own 
ill  opinion  of  it,  he  implies  that  it  had  been  regarded  by 
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some  as  having  a  claim  to  canonical  authority.  I  would 
give  up  the  point,  he  8a3r8,  ^^  if  that  writing,  the  Shepherd, 
deserved  to  be  inserted  in  the  divine  Docmnau^^  (that 
is,  among  the  books  of  Scripture) ;  **  if  it  had  not  been 
judged  by  every  council,  even  of  your  churches  ^^  (those 
of  the  catholic  Christians,  in  contradistinctirai  to  the  Mon* 
tanists),  ^^  as  apocryphal  and  false.'^ 

Eusebius  speaks  of  it  as  reported  to  be  the  work  of  the 
Hermas  mentioned  by  St  Paul.  He  reckons  it  among  those 
writings  which  were  ^*not  genuine**  Scripture  {h  toS( 
po&otg) ;  but  says  that  it  was  *^  judged  by  some  a  very 
necessary  book,  especially  for  those  who  are  in  want  of 
elementary  instruction,  so  that  at  the  present  day,  as  we 
know,  it  is  even  publicly  read  in  churches,  and  I  have  ob- 
served that  some  very  ancient  writers  make  use  of  it"  * 

There  is,  perhaps,  nothing  in  the  contents  of  the  book 
inconsistent  with  the  belief  of  its  having  been  written  in 
the  first  century  ;  but  there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary 
which  can  hardly  be  set  aside.  It  is  mentioned  in  the 
fragment  of  an  account  of  canonical  and  uncanonical 
books,  or  *^  Canon,**  as  it  may  be  called,  found  by  Mu* 
ratori  in  a  manuscript  of  the  Ambrosian  Library  at  Milan, 
and  published  by  him  in  1740,  in  his  ^^  Antiquitates  Italics 
Medii  ^vi.**  t  The  author  of  this  Canon  says  of  it,  that 
**  it  was  written  very  lately,  in  our  own  times,  by  Hermas, 
while  his  brother  Pius  presided  over  the  church  at  Rome 
as  bbhop ;  and  so  it  ought  to  be  read,  but  not  publicly 
in  the  church  to  the  people  ** ;  adding,  that  it  could  not  be 


*  For  the  references  to  the  passages  aboye  quoted  see  the  Vetenim 
Testimonia  in  the  Fatres  Apostolici,  or  in  Fabricii  Cod.  Apocr.  Not. 
Test.  F.  III.  pp.  788 -763. 

t  Vol.  III.  pp.  863, 854. 
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ranked  either  among  the  writings  of  the  Prophets  or  of 
the  Apostles.*  The  date  that  has  been  assigned  for  the 
death  of  Pius  is  the  year  142.  The  same  account  of  the 
authorship  of  the  book  is  given  in  a  Latin  poem,  ^^  Against 
Marcion,^'  of  uncertain  age  and  by  an  unknown  writer, 
published  in  editions  of  the  works  of  TertuUian.  In  this, 
Hermas,  the  brother  of  Pius,  is  called  the  Angelical  Shep- 
herd, who  spoke  the  words  committed  to  him.  t  This 
opinion  respecting  the  author  of  the  Shepherd  seems  to 
have  prevailed,  after  the  fifth  century,  among  the  writers 
of  the  Latin  church.  The  book  gradually  fell  into  neglect ; 
the  original  was  lost,  and  only  a  few  manuscripts  of  a  Latin 
translation  of  it  are  now  remaining. 

The  writer  of  the  Canon  published  by  Muratori  speaks 
of  himself  as  having  lived  in  the  time  of  Pius  and  his 
brother,  Hermas,  and  affirms  that  the  Shepherd  had  been 
composed  by  the  latter  not  long  before  he  himself  wrote. 
There  is  here  no  ground  for  the  suspicion  of  falsehood ; 
and  there  seems  to  be  but  little  probability  of  mistake. 
The  writer  could  hardly  have  committed  so  gross  an  error 
concerning  a  work,  which,  according  to  his  own  account, 
was  famous  and  highly  esteemed  by  many,  as  to  represent 
it  to  have  been  written  by  a  well-known  individual  of 
his  own  time,  when  in  fact  it  had  been  in  existence  from 
the  first  century.  We  may  therefore  conclude  that  it  was 
not  written  till  towards  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
and  we  must  ascribe  the  acceptance  which  it  so  early 
found  partly  to  its  stories  and  allegorical  representations; 


*  It  should  be  observed  that  the  Yolume  of  Lardner's  ^  Credibility  " 
which  contains  the  article  on  Hermas  appeared  before  Muratori  pub- 
lished this  Canon. 

t  Lib.  III.  ad  finem.    Tertulliani  Opp.  p.  635,  ed.  Priorii. 
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for  even  rude  attempts  in  a  new  form  of  art  are  likely  to 
be  favorably  received;  partly  to  an  opinion,  suggested 
by  the  general  aspect  of  the  book,  that  it  was  divinely 
inspired ;  for  in  the  first  ages  of  Christianity  men's  notions 
of  inspiration  were  very  vague  and  comprehensive ;  and 
partly  to  the  mistake  of  supposing  that  it  was  written  by 
one  who  lived  in  the  times  of  the  Apostles. 

The  work  is  of  some  interest  from  its  illustrating  in  a 
certain  degree  the  opinions,  feelings,  and  taste  of  the  early 
Christians.  But,  as  regards  the  direct  historical  evidence 
for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels,  it  is  of  no  importance. 
No  book  is  cited  in  it  by  name.  There  are  no  evident 
quotations  from  the  Gospels,  and  nothing  that  one  can  sup- 
pose to  be  borrowed  from  any  apocryphal  history  of  Christ. 


Section  V. 

The  Epitile  of  BamdbtUj  so  caUed. 

Thbrs  is  an  Epistle  extant  which  has  been  ascribed  to 
Barnabas,  the  companion  of  St  Paul.  It  is  several  times 
expressly  quoted  as  his  work  by  Clement  of  Alexandria, 
who  entitles  the  author  ^^  Barnabas  Uie  Apostle.^'  It  is  once 
mentioned  by  Origen  in  his  work  against  Celsus  under  the 
title  of  the  ^'  Catholic  [that  is.  General]  EpisUe  of  Bama- 
bas,''  as  containing  a  passage  on  which  Celsus  might  have 
founded  a  charge  made  by  him,  that  the  Apostles  were 
^^  infamous  men,  the  vilest  tax-gatherers  and  sailors,'*  which 
charge  is,  as  we  shall  see,  abundantly  countenanced  by  the 
passage  referred  to.  Origen  uses  no  expression  of  respect 
in  quoting  it,  and  his  calling  it  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas 
only  shows  that  it  passed  under  that  title,  and  does  not 
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prove  that  he  himaelf  believed  Barnabas  to  be  its  author. 
According  to  the  Latin  translations  of  two  of  his  works 
by  Rufinus,  Origen  has  quoted  this  Epistle  once  elsewhere, 
and  perhaps  alluded  to  it  in  another  passage,  but  still,  I 
think,  without  any  particular  expression  of  respect  The 
Epistle  is  afterwards  mentioned  by  Eusebius,  who  classes 
it  among  books  not  canonical,  cat  not  genuine  Scripture 
{h  ToT;  vo&oiq).  AAer  him,  Jerome  ascribes  it  to  Bar* 
nabas,  reckoning  it  among  the  Apocryphal  Scriptures,  that 
is,  as  is  here  meant  by  him,  among  writings  entitled  to 
respect,  though  not  canonical.  The  book  appears  to  be 
mentioned  by  no  other  writer  during  the  first  four  centu* 
ries,*  but  in  the  Apostolical  Constitutions  there  is  a  passage 
evidently  taken  from  it.  t  Though  so  early  recommended 
to  notice  by  the  quotatioDs  of  Clement  of  Alexandria  as 
the  work  of  Barnabas  the  Apostle,  it  seems  never  to  have 
obtained  much  favor  among  the  great  body  of  Christians. 
Clement  himself,  in  one  place,  rejects  a  fiction  found  in 
the  work,  I  and  in  another,  appears  unsatisfied  with  one 
of  its  expositions.^  He  has  adduced  it,  therefore,  not 
as  a  work  of  conclusive  authority,  nor  has  he  quoted  it 
for  historical  facts,  but  only  for  ezfnressioBS  of  sentiment 
and  opinion.  Among  the  great  multitude  of  volumes 
which  that  very  learned  father  has  cited  in  his  writings, 
there  must  have  been  many  in  regard  to  the  authorship 
of  which  he  trusted  to  their  titles  or  to  very  slight  infor- 
mation; nor  is  it  doubted  that  in  doing  so  he  has  been 


*  See  the  Veteram  Testimonia  in  the  Patres  Apoetolici. 
t  See  Dalleus,  De  Pseudepiipraphit  ApoftoUcis,  Lib.  IL  c.  4. 
pp.  965, 9G6. 
t  Piedagog.  II.  10.  p.  188 ;  oomp.  Epiat  Bsniab.  c.  10. 
§  Stromat.  II.  15.  p.  380. 
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led  into  many  mistakes.  In  assigning  the  present  W(»k 
to  Barnabas,  he  may  have  been  deceived  by  a  title  pre- 
fixed to  some  copy  of  it  through  the  mbjudgment  of  a 
former  proprietor,  or  to  several  copies,  fraudulently,  to  pio> 
mote  their  sale  ;  or  it  may  have  been  written  by  some  indi- 
vidual  of  the  name  of  Barnabas,  and  Clement  may  have 
hastily  concluded  that  the  author  thus  named  was  the  com- 
panion of  St  Paul.  In  ancient  times  the  genuineness  of 
books  as  a  matter  of  literary  interest  was  much  less  care- 
fully investigated  than  at  the  present  day;  and  Clement 
was  not  distinguished  from  other  ancient  writers  by  par- 
ticular attention  to  the  subject  His  authority,  probably, 
was  the  principal  means  of  procuring  for  the  so-called 
**  Epistle  of  Barnabas  ^^  the  notice  it  afterwards  obtained. 

But  the  author  of  this  work  does  not  write  in  the  name 
of  Barnabas,  nor  in  any  way  identify  ]iimself  with  him ; 
and  there  are  decisive  reasons  for  believing  Barnabas 
not  to  have  been  its  author.*  Its  most  distinguishing 
characteristic  is  its  being  thoroughly  imbued  with  the  alle* 
gorizing  spirit  of  the  Alexandrine  school,  which  may  in 
some  degree  have  recommended  it  to  Clement  Though  of 
a  very  far  inferior  character,  it  has  in  this  respect,  and 
in  its  general  design,  some  resemblance  to  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews.  The  style  of  reasoning  and  interpretation  is  so 
foreign  from  all  our  present  intellectual  habits,  that  it  may 
have  been  spoken  of  too  contemptuously ;  but  it  is  unques- 
tionably the  work  of  a  writer  deficient  in  good  sense.  The 
allegorical  mterpretations  of  the  Old  Testament  are  very 
forced  and  mean ;  yet  after  one  of  the  poorest,  in  which 

*  I  should  have  considered  the  point  so  well  settled  that  Barna- 
bas was  not  its  author,  as  to  render  it  unnecessary  to  entep  into  any 
argtiment  on  the  subject,  had  I  not  observed  that  several  of  the  mod- 
ern German  scholars  are  disposed  to  attribute  it  to  him. 
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he  teaches  that  the  number  of  the  persons  circumcised 
by  Abraham,  which  he  falsely  supposes  to  have  been 
three  hundred  and  eighteen,  was  typical  of  the  cross  and 
of  the  first  two  Greek  letters  of  the  name  of  Jesus,  he 
subjoins:  —  '*  He  who  has  implanted  in  us  the  giA  of 
teaching  knows  that  no  one  has  learnt  from  me  a  more 
genuine  doctrine.  But  I  know  that  ye  are  worthy  of  it''  * 
We  can  hardly  suppose  this  to  have  been  written  by 
Barnabas,  one  high  in  honor  among  the  first  preachers  of 
Christianity,  the  associate  of  St.  Paul  in  his  labors.  Chris- 
tianity was  not  established  in  the  Grentile  world  by  the 
precu^hing  of  such  "  genuine  doctrines.''  The  allegories  in 
the  Epistle,  founded  upon  the  Mosaic  laws  respecting  clean 
and  unclean  food,  are  mixed  up  with  strange  fables  re- 
specting animals.  The  whole  tone  of  it  is  low  and 
trivial,  expressing  no  warmth  of  feeling  and  not  adapted  to 
excite  any.  And,  to  mention  one  other  particular  passage, 
that  referred  to  by  Origen  in  his  work  against  Gelsus,  the 
writer,  laboring  afler  emphatic  language,  says  that  Jesus 
chose  for  his  Apostles  men  ^'  who  were  sinners  beyond 
all  sin,"  f  a  declaration  too  foolishly  extravagant  for  us  to 
believe  that  it  proceeded  from  a  contemporary  and  friend 
of  the  Apostles. 

But  it  may  be  said,  that  we  know  too  little  of  Barnabas 
personally  to  determine,  from  the  inferior  character  of  the 
Epistle,  that  it  might  not  have  been  written  by  him.  I 
answer,  that  we  know  much  concerning  him.  From  the 
few  notices  of  him  that  St  Luke  has  given,  we  learn  that 
he  was  greatly  trusted  by  the  Apostles,  and  had  great  infiu- 


*  Cap.  9. 

t     M^  wmemf  kfui^imf  Aftfutri^vt*  c.  5.    Wake,  in  hit 

tranalation,  aoftena  this  down  to  **  very  great  ainnen." 
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ence  with  them ;  thtit  he  was  one  of  the  eariiast  a£  those 
preachers  hy  whom  Christianity  was  spread  through  the 
world  ;  that,  with  the  exc^ptioii  of  St.  P^,  he  apparently 
did  more  than  any  other  in  the  accomplishment  of  this 
Work ;  that  in  the  commencement  of  St  Paal*8  ministry  he 
wztBy  as  it  Wei^,  his  patroti ;  that  he  was  open,  manly,  and 
strong-minded,  taking  St  Paul  and  bringing  him  lo  the 
Apostles,  when  the  other  disciples  were  all  afVaid  of  him, 
and  with  him  maintaining  the  claims  of  the  Gentiles  against 
the  prejudices  of  his  countrymen ;  and  that  he  was  full  of 
Keal  and  disinterestedness  in  the  cause  in  which  he  was 
engaged,  giving  up  his  property  to  supply  those  who  were 
in  need,  and  deroting  all  his  powers  to  its  promotion. 
Considering  what  he  was  and  what  he  effected,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  he  comprehended  and  felt  the  essential 
truths  of  our  religion,  and  was  well  able  to  impress  them  on 
the  hearts  and  minds  of  others.  When,  wiUi  such  a  con- 
ception of  him  distinctly  before  us,  we  come  to  the  reading 
of  his  pretended  Epistle,  it  requires  but  little  knowledge  of 
human  nature  to  enable  us  to  determine  that  it  is  not  his 
work.  It  may  seem  only  to  imply  the  ability  to  distinguish 
between  the  miserable  composition  of  some  Alexandrine 
sophist,  and  the  words  of  one  full  of  the  spirit  and  power  of 
Christianity.  No  incongruity  would  be  more  gross  than  to 
ascribe  such  an  Epistle  to  St.  Paul,  and  it  seems  scarcely 
less  incongruous  to  ascribe  it  to  Barnabas. 

To  proceed  to  another  argument ;  Barnabas  was  a  Jew 
by  birth,  but  the  author  of  the  Epistle  uniformly  blends 
himself  with  the  Gentile  Christians  as  one  of  their  number. 
It  may  be  possible  to  evade  the  force  of  particular  passages 
to  this  effect,  one  after  another ;  but  the  whole  impression 
from  the  manner  in  which  he  speaks  is»  that  he  was  a  Gen- 
tile by  birth,  and^  I  think,  a  Gentile  convert    In  addition 
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to  ihi«)  he  does  not  write  in  the  Hebraistic  style  of  the  New 
Testament  He  discovers  no  Jewish  sentiments  or  afkt^ 
tions,  no  interest  in  or  sympathy  with  the  Jewish  nation. 
He  writes  of  thetn  with  the  harsh  feelings  of  a  Grentile. 
No  Jew  could  or  ought  so  to  have  alienated  himself  from 
his  countr3rmen.  Between  the  state  of  mind  expressed  by 
the  writer^  and  the  strong  emotion  with  which  St  Paul 
speaks  of  his  *^  great  grief  and  contimml  pain  of  heart  for  his 
brethren,  his  natural  kinsmen,^'  the  contrast  is  much  too 
striking  to  allow  of  our  attributing  the  Epistie  to  Barnabas; 
especially  when  we  remember  that  this  work  is  imagined 
to  have  been  written  by  him  immediately  after  those  over* 
whelming  calamities  which  the  Jews  brought  upon  them<* 
selves  through  their  unbelief. 

As  appears  from  the  work  itself  (o.  16),  it  was  written 
after  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  (A.  D.  70).  It  cannot 
be  proved,  that  in  the  common  course  of  nature  Barnabas 
might  not  have  survived  that  event ;  but  there  is  no  doubt 
that,  if  he  did  so,  he  must  have  been  far  advanced  in  life. 
That  one^  who  had  composed  nothing  before,  should  then 
set  about  the  composition  of  a  vmting  at  all  resembling  that 
ascribed  to  Barnabas  is  very  improbable;  and  still  more 
improbable  is  it,  that  in  a  work  addressed  by  Barnabas, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  his  fellow-Christians,  there 
should  be  no  recurrence  to  his  past  history,  no  expression 
of  those  deeply  afiecting  recollections  that  must  have  pressed 
upon  his  mind,  no  reference  to  his  old  age,  nor  any  trace 
of  emotion  in  contemplating  t;he  ruin  which  God  had  in- 
flicted upon  his  nation,  the  hard  but  successful  struggles  of 
the  true  faith,  and  his  own  solitary  state,  as  one  of  the  few 
survivors  of  that  noble  company  of  Aposties  and  martyrs, 
who  had  been  bound  together  by  such  s^ng  empa- 
thies in  suffering  and  joy.    Nothing  of  all  this  appears  in  the 
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Epistle.  It  might  have  been  written  as  a  task  by  a  dull 
pupil  in  a  rhetorician^s  school. 

Barnabas,  as  I  have  said,  may  have  survived  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem,  though  it  is  for  various  reasons 
unlikely  that  he  did  so ;  but,  were  it  the  fact,  it  would  not 
prove  that  he  might  have  been  the  author  of  the  Epistle ; 
for  the  Epistle  was  not  written,  as  has  been  affirmed, 
shortly  afler  that  event  This  appears  from  the  passage  in 
which  the  event  is  referred  to ;  from  which  it  also  appears, 
that  the  writer  was  neither  Barnabas  nor  any  other  Jew. 
The  Jewish  temple  having  been  destroyed,  the  author 
represents  the  Grentiles  as  building  up  in  its  stead  a  spirit- 
ual temple  to  God.  Its  destruction,  he  says,  was  predicted 
in  the  Old  Testament,  and  ^*It  has  taken  place.  For, 
they  [the  Jews]  going  to  war,  it  was  destroyed  by  their 
enemies ;  and  now  will  the  very  ministers  of  their  enemies 
rebuild  it.''*  The  Jews  going  to  toor,  it  was  destroyed 
by  their  enemies ;  —  the  writer  would  not  Uius  have  spoken 
of  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  had  it  b^n  a  recent  event, 
fresh  in  the  minds  of  men ;  nor  would  he,  if  a  Jew,  have 
classed  himsel/,  as  he  immediately  does,  with  the  very  min- 
isters  of  the  enemies  of  his  nation,  converted  Grentiles,  who 
were  to  form  the  new  temple ; — "  We,"  he  says,  "  whose 
hearts,  before  we  believed  in  Grod,  were  full  of  idolatry,  a 
habitation  of  demons,  but  in  whom  God  now  dwells." 

We  conclude,  then,  that  the  Epistle  was  not  written  by 
Barnabas;  and,  this  being  the  case,  we  have  no  ground 


*  Tifirm,  AiA  yk^  ri  •'•Xi^nr  mlrwt  tuJtffUn  inri  rSf  U/^* 
Mw  »mi  mlr»i  m  rS*  l»/^f  vmi^Tmi  AfM»«)«^iir«vr«v  mvrit.  The  render- 
ing of  Wake  is  incorrect :  —  '*  And  bo  it  came  to  pass ;  for,  through 
their  wars,  it  is  now  destroyed  by  their  enemies,"  Ac.  The  passage 
is  in  c.  16. 
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for  assigning  to  it  an  earlier  date  than  is  required  by  the 
circumstance  of  its  being  quoted  by  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria ;  that  is,  we  may  suppose  it  to  have  been  written  about 
the  middle  of  the  second  century.     We  may  derive  an 
ailment  for  its  not  being  in  existence  before  this  period 
from  the  fact,  that  it  is  not  noticed  by  Irensus  or  Tertul- 
lian ;  the  latter  of  whom  speaks  of  the  Epistle  to  the  He- 
brews as  written  by  Barnabas,  calling  it  the  Epistle  of  Bar-, 
nabas,  without  intimating  a  knowledge  of  any  other  as- 
cribed to  him.*    A  considerable  part  of  the  Epistle  is  con- 
troversial, directed  against  the  unbelieving  Jews,  and  having, 
therefore,  the  same  character  as  Justin  Martyr's  Dialogue 
with  Trypho,  which  was  written  about  the  period  just  men- 
tioned.   But  from  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  (A.  D.  70) 
till  the  reign  of  Antoninus  Pius  (A.  D.  138-161),  the 
state  of  the  Jews,  including  the  Jewish  Christians,  was  such, 
that  there  is  little  likelihood  that  religious  controversies  ex- 
isted between  them  and  the  Gentile  Christians,  or  that  the 
notice  of  the  latter  was  at  all  directed  to  their  pretensions. 
The  wrath  of  the  Roman  empire  had  fallen  upon  and  blast- 
ed the  nation,  and  continued  to  pursue  it,  as  if  to  extermi- 
nate the  race.    They  became  objects  of  general  aversion 
and  hatred.    As  an  odious  and  degraded  class,  they  were 
everywhere  exposed  to  insult  and  cruelty.    The  capitation 
tax,  the  didrachm,  which  they  had  been  accustomed  to  pay 
for  the  service  of  the  temple,  was  required  by  Titus,  in  bit- 
ter mockery,  for  the  temple  of  Jupiter  Capitolinus.     Under 
Domitian  the  impositions  upon  them  were  made  more  severe 
by  the  brutality  with  which  they  were  enforced,  —  Pr<BUr 
ccUeros  Judaicus  fiscus  acerUmmh  actus  est^  says  Suetonius, 
—  and  it  became  a  common  source  of  revenue  to  charge 

*  De  PudicitiA,  c.  20. 
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them  with  crimes  for  the  sake  of  leiziiig  upon  their  proper- 
ty.* They  were  forbidden  by  the  edicti  of  the  Roman  em- 
perors to  circumcise  their  children.  They  existed  through* 
out  the  empire  only  as  suppressed  rebels,  citeti  breaking  out 
into  open  war,  and  perpetrating  and  suffering  terrible  mas- 
sacres ;  till  at  last  the  Tengeance  of  Adrian  was  directed  upon 
Judea,  and  renewed,  as  far  as  there  were  oli^ects  for  it, 
the  desolation  of  Titus.  Under  such  circumstances,  we 
can  hardly  suppose  the  Jews  to  hare  been  so  interested  in 
the  religious  controversy  with  the  Gentile  Christians,  as  to 
giro  occasion  for  such  works  as  the  Dialogue  with  Tr3rpho, 
or  the  Epistle  of  Barnabas.  But  under  the  first  Antoninus, 
the  successor  of  Adrian,  the  prohibition  to  circumcise  Uieur 
children  veas  revoked,  the  wiser  policy  of  conciliation  %iras 
adopted  toward  them,  they  enjoyed  a  respite  fVom  their 
Bufierings;  and,  as  during  his  reign  the  Dialogue  with 
Trypho  was  written,  so  also,  we  may  suppose,  was  the  Epis- 
tle of  Barnabas. 

To  those  who  believe  that  the  doctrine  of  the  preezis- 
tence  of  Christ  did  not  begin  to  prevail  among  the  Orthodox 
Christians  till  toward  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
its  introduction  into  this  Epistle  may  afford  another  ail- 
ment for  the  date  assigned  to  it. 

But  whatever  weight  there  may  be  in  these  considera- 
tions, it  is  to  be  remembered,  that,  if  the  Epistle  be  not 
the  work  of  Barnabas,  we  have  no  ground  whatever  for 
supposing  it  written  earlier  than  the  period  mentioned; 
and  there  is  no  ground  therefore  for  classing  it  with 
writings  of  Apostolical  Fathers.    Its  internal  character  is 

*  To  such  an  extent  was  this  practice  carried,  that  when  it  was 
abolished  by  Nerva,  a  coin  was  struck,  bearing  the  inscription,  **  Fis- 
ci  Judaici  Calumnia  sublata  S.  C." 
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an  objection  not  merely  to  its  having  been  written  by  Bar- 
nabas, but  by  any  one  who  had  been  conYersant  with 
Apostles. 

The  Epistle  is  now  extant  partly  in  the  Greek  original, 
and  partly  in  an  old  Latin  translation,  the  beginning  of  the 
former  and  the  end  of  the  latter  being  lost.  The  texts  of 
both,  in  the  few  manuscripts  in  which  they  are  extant,  are 
very  corrupt,  and  in  the  forms  in  which  they  have  been 
printed,  both  lie  under  the  suspicion  of  having  been  inter- 
polated and  altered  by  transcribers. 

The  Epistie  contains  three  passages  corresponding  to 
passages  in  the  Gospels.*  There  is  one,  which  Eichhom 
thinks  was  taken  from  an  apocryphal  history  of  Christ.t  It 
is  as  follows:  —  *^So  they,  he  says,  who  would  see  me 
and  attain  my  kingdom  must  receive  me  through  affliction 
and  suffering.'^  |  But  there  seems  no  difficulty  in  regarding 
this  as  intended  to  express  the  sense  of  various  passages  in 
the  Grospels.  There  is  another  professed  quotation,  that 
would  seem  to  have  been  more  to  Eichhom's  purpose, 
which,  however,  may  admit  of  a  similar  explanation*  ^  As 
the  Son  of  God  says.  Let  us  resist  all  iniquity  and  hate  it^^§ 
But,  as  regards  both  these  passages,  it  is  further  to  be 
observed,  that  the  writer  of  the  Epistie  is  extremely  in« 
accurate  in  his  professed  quotations ;  so  as  often  to  cite  the 
Old  Testament  for  words  and  facts  not  to  be  found  in  it.  || 
But,  as  these  citations  do  not  prove  that  he  had  any  other 
copy  of  the  Old  Testament  than  that  in  common  use,  so 

*  See  Ltrdner'a  article  on  Barnabas ;  Credibility,  Part  II.  Ch.  i. 

t  Einleit.  in  d.  N.  T.    1. 117, 118. 

X  Cap.  7.  §  Cap.  4. 

n  See  the  examples  adduced  hj  Jones  hi  his  *<  New  and  Full  Meth- 
od of  setU  ng  the  Canonical  Authority  of  the  N.  T."  VoL  U.  Ck. 
in. 
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neither  do  the  two  passages  in  question  prove  that  be  had 
any  other  copy  of  the  New  Testament  We  cannot  infer 
from  them  that  he  quoted  any  apocryphal  writing;  and, 
could  this  be  shown,  it  would  be  a  fact  of  no  moment 


Section  VL 

Ep%8tle9  ascribed  to  Ignatius. 

We  come  now  to  seven  Epistles  ascribed  to  Ignatius, 
said  to  be  a  bishop  of  Andoch,  who  sufiered  martyrdom 
soon  after  the  close  of  the  first  century.  These  Epistles 
exist  in  two  forms,  in  one  of  which  they  are  shorter  than 
in  the  other.  The  shorter  Epistles  have  either  been  abridged 
from  the  longer,  with  some  changes  of  expression,  or  the 
longer  have  been  interpolated,  and  altered  in  other  respects 
from  the  shorter.  It  is  the  genuineness  of  the  shorter 
Epistles  that  is  generally  contended  for  by  those  who  sup- 
pose one  or  the  other  set  to  have  been  written  by  Ignatius. 
The  story  connected  with  them  is,  that  he  was  sent  by  the 
personal  order  of  the  Emperor  Trajan  from  Antioch,  by  a 
land  journey,  to  Rome,  there  to  be  exposed  to  wild  beasts, 
and  that  on  his  way  he  wrote  six  of  these  Epistles  to  differ- 
ent churches,  and  one  to  Polycarp. 

But  the  seven  shorter  Epistles,  the  genuineness  of  which 
is  contended  for,  come  to  us  in  bad  company ;  not  only 
that  of  their  seven  larger  brethren,  but  that  of  eight  other 
Epistles  ascribed  to  Ignatius,  which  the  learned  have  al- 
most unanimously  pronounced  to  be  spurious.  In  ancient 
times,  supposititious  works,  and  those  of  little  credit,  were 
not  uncommonly  refashioned,  or  gave  occasion  to  others  of 
a  similar  character ;  while  the  undoubted  genuineness  of  a 
work  prevented  such  changes  and  imitations.    The  name 


APOSTOLICAL  FATHERS.  odzi 

of  Ignatius,  it  is  apparent,  was  a  favorite  among  the  iab- 
ricators  of  spurious  writings ;  probably  because  hardly  any 
thing  was  known  of  him  with  certainty. 

There  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
seven  shorter  Epistles  ascribed  to  Ignatius  are,  equally  with 
all  the  rest,  fabrications  of  a  date  long  subsequent  to  his 
time.  Some,  who  have  felt  the  strong  objections  to  which 
their  genuineness  is  exposed,  have  adopted  the  notion  of 
their  being  mterpolated,  or  have  suggested  that  this  might 
be  the  case.  But  I  believe  that,  if  there  be  any  thing  in 
them  which  Ignatius  said  or  wrote,  it  is  this  which  may 
be  considered  as  interpolated,  having  been  introduced  by 
the  author  of  the  Epistles  to  give  credit  to  his  forgery. 
The  design  of  this  forgery  appears  to  have  been  to 
strengthen  the  domination  of  priests,  and  especially  of 
bishops ;  to  confirm  the  doctrine  of  the  Deity  of  Christ, 
according  to  the  writer's  conceptions  of  it;  and  to  bear 
down  the  Gnostics  and  other  heretics,  by  the  pretended  au- 
thority of  an  ancient  martyr. 

The  genuineness  of  these  Epistles  has  been  so  ably  dis- 
cussed, and  they  have,  in  my  opinion,  been  so  satisfactorily 
proved  to  be  spurious,  that  I  shall  only  make  a  few  general 
remarks  upon  the  subject.* 

*  The  fubject  b  to  be  studied  in  the  work  of  Daill^,  <*  De  Sdriptii 
qu8B  sub  Dionysii  Areopagitie  et  Ignatii  Antiocheni  Nomioibus  cir- 
cumferuntur;"  in  which,  however,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  he  blends 
together  objections  both  to  the  shorter  and  longer  Epistles,  it  not 
being  settled  in  his  time  which  set  was  to  be  defended;  —  in 
Bishop  Pearson's  reply  to  Daill6,  entitled  **  Vindiciie  IgdatianiB  " ;  — 
and  in  LarroqUe*s  answer  to  Pearson  (which  I  havd  not  been  able 
to  procure),  **  Observationes  in  Ignatianas  Pearsonii  Vindicifks,  nee- 
non  in  Beverigii  Annotationes.*'  Most  readers,  hoWever,  will  find 
enough  to  satisfy  them  in  Channcy's  *'  Complete  View  of  Episco- 
pacy, as  exhibited  ttotHk  the  Fathers  of  the  Christian  Church,  until 
the  Close  of  the  Second  Centuiy,"  the  work  of  an  able  and  learned 
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The  state  of  the  external  lestiinoDy  is  such  as  to  create 
a  strong  presumption  of  their  being  fabricated.  The  pas- 
sage near  the  conclusion  of  the  Epistle  of  Poljcarp  in 
its  Latin  translation,  in  whioh  epistles  of  Ignatius  are 
mentioned,  is  of  such  a  character  as  at  once  to  raise  a 
suspicion  of  its  having  been  interpolated  to  ooimtenance  the 
fraud.*  No  epistles  of  Ignatius  are  mentioned  by  Irensus, 
Clement,  or  Tertullian  ;  and  the  absence  of  such  mention, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  is  all  but  decisive  proof, 
that  the  seven  Epi^es  did  not  exist  in  their  day.  Espe- 
cially the  fact,  that  Irenseus  does  insist  at  length  upon  the 
evidence  against  the  doctrines  of  the  Gnosdcs  to  be  derived 
from  the  Epistles  of  Clement  and  Polycarp,  without  men- 
tioning those  of  Ignatius,  which  the  occasion  must  ha^ 
forced  upon  his  notice,  and  which  might  have  seemed 
written  expressly  for  hb  purpose,  shows,  either  that  these 
Epistles  were  not  then  extant,  or  that  he  did  not  recognize 
them  as  genuine ;  and  of  these  inferences  there  is  abundant 
reason  to  adopt  the  first  t    Origen  is  adduced  as  twice 

theologian  of  this  countiy,  which,  thoagh  the  controverBj  that  pro- 
duced it  is  obsolete,  still  retains  value,  fit>in  the  inibrmatioB  it 
affords  concerning  Christian  antiquity.  It  is  striking,  and  to  a 
scholar  almost  affecting,  that  such  a  work  should  have  been  pro- 
duced among  us  at  a  time  (but  little  more  than  ^y  years  since) 
when,  as  the  author  mentions,  there  was  a  want  of  types  and  akill 
to  print  the  Greek  citations  in  Greek  letters. 

*  See  before,  p.  cczlv* 

t  There  is  a  passage  in  IrensDUs  (Lib.  V.  c.  28.  §  4),  which 
Eusebius  (H.  £.  III.  96)  adduces  in  proof  of  his  having  quoted  these 
Epistles,  and  which  h9s  been  insisted  upon  bj  their  defenders  'm 
modern  times.  It  is  as  follows :  —  ''As  one  among  us  said,  when 
condemned  to  the  wild  beasts  on  account  of  his  testimony  for  God, 
I  am  the  grain  of  Christ  [or  God],  and  an)  ground  by  the  teeth 
of  wild  beasts,  that  I  may  be  fou^d  pui;e  breiftd  of  God.'*  These 
words  are  found  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans  aioiibed  to  Igaataua 
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quoting  them ;  but  one  of  the  quotations  appealed  to  is  in 
a  work  *  of  which  we  have  only  a  translation  by  Rufinus, 
who  80  altered  and  interpolated  the  writings  of  Origen 
which  he  rendered,  that  his  translations,  where  a  reasonable 
doubt  may  arise  of  the  genuineness  of  a  particular  passage, 
are  not  considered  as  of  authority  to  prove  what  Origen 
wrote  ;  and  the  other  is  found  in  a  work  of  which  the  gen- 
uineness is  doubtful,  a  homily,  f  which  those  who  contend 
for  its  genuineness  suppose  to  have  been  written  down  by 
some  hearer  clandestinely,  without  Origen^s  consent ;  (  and 
in  the  copies  of  which,  thus  particularly  exposed  to  interpo* 
lation  from  not  having  any  claim  to  be  regarded  as  the  pre- 
cise words  of  the  author,  it  may  have  been  subsequently  in- 
troduced. 

But  there  is,  after  all,  nothing  improbable  in  the  supposi- 
tion, that  some  spurious  epistle  or  epistles  ascribed  to  Igna- 
tius existed  in  the  time  of  Origen.  This  may,  indeed,  seem 
more  likely,  than  that  the  seven  contested  Epistles  shookl 
have  been  produced  in  a  body  at  a  later  period,  without  any 
thing  previously  existing  to  suggest  or  to  countenance  their 


(§  4).  By  Jerome  they  are  said  to  have  been  spoken  at  the  time 
of  his  martyrdom.  Supposing  that  frenaBiis  referred  to  Ignatius, 
which  has  been  assumed  on  the  one  hand,  and  admitted  on  the 
other,  without,  I  think,  any  sufficient  proof,  there  is  no  good  reason 
for  believing  that  he  quoted  the  words  of  the  Epistle.  The  turn  of 
expression,  on  the  contrary,  would  lead  us  to  suppose  that  he  re- 
ferred to  spoken  words ;  and  the  fbrger  of  these  Epistles,  ibr  the 
purpose  of  giving  them  credit,  would  naturally  have  recourse  to  the 
artifice  of  introducing  into  them  words  that  had  been  ascribed  to 
Ignatius,  or  which  might  be  fancied  to  be  his, 

*  Prolog,  in  Cantic.  Canticorum.    Opp.  III.  30. 

t  Homil.  in  Lucam  vi.    Opp.  III.  938. 

t  See  Delarue*s  Pro&ce  to  the  third  volume  of  Origen's  Works, 
pp.  iv,  T. 
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fabrication.  They,  as  we  have  seen,  gave  occasioo  to  fif- 
teen spurious  epistles,  which  followed  them ;  and  we  may 
reasonably  conjecture,  that  they  would  not,  some  centuries 
after  the  death  of  Ignatius,  have  been  put  forward  as  writ- 
ten by  him,  if  no  one  had  before  heard  of  an  epistle  ascribed 
to  Ignatius. 

The  first  writer  by  whom  the  seven  Epistles  are  ex- 
pressly mentioned  is  Eusebius;*  and  by  him  in  such  a 
way  as,  I  think,  to  leave  it  doubtful  whether  he  believed 
their  genuineness.  He  begins  his  account  of  the  martyr- 
dom of  Ignatius  with  the  words,  ^^  JK  it  reported^^'*  f  and 
speaks  of  him  as  *^  still  very  famous  with  many '' ;  while, 
except  the  honorable  mention  of  him  as  an  example  of 
patience  in  the  genuine  portion  of  the  Epistle  of  Polycarp, 
his  name  does  not  occur  in  the  extant  writings  of  any  pre- 
ceding father,  unless  the  passages  ascribed  to  Origen  are 
genuine*  Eusebius  was  not  of  a  character  to  expose  him- 
self to  odium  by  directly  expressing  his  disbelief  of  a  fabri- 
cation intended  to  strengthen  the  power  of  the  priesthood. 

The  story  connected  with  the  pretended  composition  of 
these  Epistles  is  very  improbable;  but  on  this  it  is  un- 
necessary to  dwell.  Their  internal  character  affords,  in 
my  opinion,  the  clearest  evidence  of  foi^ery.  A  series  of 
anachronisms  runs  through  them.  They  suppose  a  priest- 
hood with  distinctions  and  powers  which  did  not  exist  till 
long  afler  the  time  of  Ignatius.  The  Implicit  submission 
of  the  laity  to  the  clergy  in  all  spiritual  matters  is  a  con- 
stant topic,  and  is  inculcated  in  language  foolish  and  ex- 
travagant even  to  profaneness.  A  single  example  may  suf- 
fice :  —  "Do  ye  all  follow  your  Bishop,  as  Jesus  Christ  did 
the  Father,  and  the  Presbytery,  as  the  Apostles;    and 

*  Hist.  Eocles.  Lib.  IH.  c.  96.  \  Mys  V  t^u. 
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reyerence  the  Deacons  as  the  command  of  (Jod."  *  To 
give  such  an  exhortation  to  Christians  at  the  present  day 
would  not  he  more  ahsurd  than  it  would  have  heen  to  address 
it  to  those  of  the  primitive  age,  when  Ignatius  is  supposed 
to  have  lived.  There  is  a  similar  anachronism  in  the  lan- 
guage concerning  the  theological  doctrine  of  the  Deity  of 
Christ  And  the  repeated  references  to  the  opinions  of 
the  Docetse  imply,  that  those  opinions  had  acquired  a  no- 
toriety and  importance  about  the  end  of  the  first  century, 
which  is  inconsistent  with  the  statements  of  the  early  fathers 
by  whom  they  were  controverted,  who  refer  their  rise  to 
the  times  of  Adrian  and  Antoninus  Pius. 

I  doubt  whether  any  book,  in  its  general  tone  of  senti- 
ment and  language,  ever  betrayed  itself  as  a  forgery  more 
clearly  than  do  these  pretended  Epistles  of  Ignatius.  The 
style,  which  is  barbarous  and  obscure,  is,  at  the  same  time, 
ridiculously  inflated  and  artificial.t     There  is  no  natural 

*  Epist.  ad  Sm  jmiBos,  §  8. 

t  The  following  account  of  the  star  said  to  have  appeared  to  the 
Magi  may  serve  as  an  illustration  of  the  character  of  the  ibrger  of 
these  Epistles,  and  of  his  style  of  writing,  though  of  this  it  is  not  the 
most  remarkable  specimen  that  might  be  given. 

"  A  star  shone  forth  in  the  heavens,  brighter  than  all  the  stars, 
and  its  light  was  unspeakable ;  and  its  novelty  produced  perturba- 
tion. And  the  other  stars,  together  with  the  sun  and  moon,  became 
a  choir  to  that  star ;  and  that  surpassed  them  all  in  its  light,  and 
there  was  trouble  among  men  whence  came  this  strange  novelty. 
Hence  all  magic  was  dissolved,  and  every  bond  of  wickedness  done 
away,  ignorance  was  oyerthrown,  the  old  kingdom  was  destroyed, 
God  being  manifested  in  a  human  form  for  the  newness  of  eternal 
life,  and  that  which  was  perfected  by  God  received  dominion. 
Hence  all  things  were  in  commotion,  because  the  destruction  of 
death  was  preparing."  —  Epist.  ad  Ephesios,  §  19. 

*^Mirum  hoc  potuisse  videri  tenuri  acripta^  absurda,  indicta"  — 
<*lt  is  wonderful  that  this  account  can  have  appeared  unfounded, 
absurd,  unheard  o£*'    So  says  Cotelier  in  his  note  on  the  passage, 
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expression  of  feeling.  The  sentiments  ascribed  to  Ignatius 
present  a  rude  caricature  of  a  Tery  weak,  half-crazy,  vain- 
glorious bigot  Take  the  conception  on  which  the  Epistles 
are  founded,  that  of  an  aged  Christian  bishop,  who  had 
been  a  companion  of  Apostles,  torn  from  his  people  by  an 
order  of  the  Emperor  in  person,  sent  a  long  journey  under 
a  guard  of  brutal  soldiers,  to  suffer,  at  its  termination,  a 
barbarous  death,  continually  receiving,  on  his  way,  all  the 
consolations  and  supports  which  the  sympathy  of  his  fellow* 
Christians  could  afford  him,  and  addressing  to  them,  under 
such  circumstances,  his  last  exhortations,  -^  take  this  con- 
ception, and  one  can  hardly  imagine  that  the  outline  could 
be  filled  up,  as  it  is  by  the  foi^r  of  these  Epistles,  so  that 
not  a  feeling  of  interest  or  respect  should  be  excited  for  the 
supposed  sufferer.  No  writer  of  a  fustian  tragedy  ever 
more  grossly  misrepresented  human  nature,  or  put  more  ex- 
travagant rant  into  the  mouth  of  his  principal  perscHiage.* 

I  conceive  these  Epistles  in  their  shorter  form  to  have 
been  fabricated  about  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century, 
the  date  assigned  to  them  by  DailM;  but  it  is  doubtful 
whether,  in  this  form,  their  text  remains  the  same  as  it 
originally  appeared.  They  are  of  no  value  as  regards  the 
direct  historical  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gos- 
pels. But  Eichhom,  though  he  admits  that  they  were  not 
the  work  of  Ignatius,  says,  that  "  they  are  an  ancient  though 
much  interpolated  book,'^t  and  insists  on  one  passage, 
as  proving  that  the  Apostolical  Fathers  quoted  apocryphal 
Gospels.  I 

referring  to  expressions  ofDaill^.  Bishop  Pearson  (Vindio.  Ignat- 
P.  II.  c.  10)  defends  it  as  credible,  saying,  that  there  were  "  two 
phases  of  the  star,  one  in  the  East,  and  the  other  at  Jerusalem,*' 
and  that  the  account  refers  to  the  former. 

*  See  particularly  the  whole  of  the  Epiirtle  to  the  Romans. 

t  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.    1. 131.  t  lb.  p.  13S. 
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Concluding  Remarks  respecting  the  Evidence  for  or  against 
the  Crenuineness  of  the  Gospels  to  he  derived  from  the 
Writings  before  mentioned. 

From  the  writings  ascribed  to  Apostolical  Fathers,  if 
our  preceding  conclusions  be  correct,  we  have  to  except 
the  Second  Epistle  of  Clement,  so  called,  of  the  existence  of 
which  we  have  no  proof  before  the  fourth  century;  the 
Shepherd  of  Hermas,  which  was  written  not  long  before  the 
middle  of  the  second  century ;  what  is  named  the  Epistle 
of  Barnabas,  which  was  not  the  work  of  Barnabas  the  Apoe* 
tie,  and  the  composition  of  which  may  likewise  be  referred 
to  about  the  middle  of  the  second  century ;  and  the  spurious 
Epistles  of  Ignatius,  the  fabrication  of  a  much  later  age. 

We  have  then  remaining  only  the  Epistle  of  Clement 
of  Rome,  and  that  of  Polycarp,  of  which  I  shall  speak 
hereafter. 

The  writings  first  mentioned  are  unimportant  as  affording 
direct  historical  evidence  for  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels. 
Supposing  the  Gospels  to  have  been  in  common  use  among 
Christians  at  the  time  of  their  composition,  there  can  in- 
deed be  little  doubt  that  they  contain  quotations  from  and 
references  to  them.  But  the  Gospels  are  not  spoken  of  nor 
described;  there  is  nothing  in  the  writings  themselves 
clearly  to  designate  the  source  or  sources  of  those  quota- 
tions and  references;  nor  are  the  words  alleged  intro- 
duced under  such  circumstances,  and  so  strikingly  corre- 
spondent with  the  words  of  the  Evangelists,  as  to  satisfy 
us,  from  these  considerations  alone,  that  they  must  bavQ 
been  taken  from  the  Gospels. 

HB 
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But  it  has  been  maiDtained,  that  these  writings  not  only 
afibrd  no  proof  of  this  fact,  but  that  they,  together  with  the 
Epistles  of  Clement  and  Polycarp,  show  that  gospels  differ- 
ent from  those  we  now  have  were  in  common  use  among 
the  companions  and  immediate  successors  of  the  Apostles. 
Eichhorn  contends,  that  ^^the  Apostolical  Fathers,  from 
Barnabas  and  Clement  of  Rome  down  to  Polycarp,  used  in 
their  writings,  genuine  and  spurious  [that  is,  in  those 
which  they  did  and  in  those  which  they  did  not  write], 
texts  of  the  Life  of  Jesus  in  many  respects  different  from 
those  of  our  Matthew,  Mark,  and  Luke.''  *  This  extraor- 
dinary proposition  is  maintained  by  arguments  correspond- 
ing to  its  character;  for  these  arguments  are  founded 
principally  on  passages  in  works  which  Eichhorn  does  not 
suppose  to  be  genuine,  and  which,  from  the  very  circum- 
stance of  their  being  spurious,  we  may  infer  could  not  even 
have  been  in  existence  during  the  lifetime  of  those  to 
whom  they  are  ascribed.  As  regards  the  Epistles  of 
Clement  and  Polycarp,  his  great  argument  for  maintaining 
that  their  authors  quoted  histories  of  Christ  different  from 
the  canonical  Gospels  is,  that  words  of  Jesus  are  brought 
together  which  do  not  in  those  Gospels  stand  in  immediate 
connection,  and  that  there  is  sometimes  a  want  of  verbal 
correspondence.  The  force  of  this  mode  of  reasoning  has 
already  been  sufficiently  examined.  Enough,  likewise,  has 
been  said  respecting  the  theory  of  an  Original  Crospel, 
and  of  such  modifications  of  it  as  the  Apostolical  Fathers 
are  imagined  to  have  quoted ;  and  this  theory  may  now  be 
dismissed  from  consideration. 

The  Epistles  of  Clement  and  Polycarp  both  contain 
words  of  Jesus  quoted  in  such  a  manner,  and  so  corre- 

*  Einleit  in  d.  N.  T.    1. 114. 
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spondent  to  words  reported  by  Matthew  and  Luke,*  that, 
if  taken  from  any  book,  we  may,  in  this  stage  of  the  argu- 
ment, conclude,  without  hesitation,  that  they  were  taken 
from  the  Gospels.  But  a  doubt  arises,  whether  those  words 
might  not  have  been  received  immediately  by  oral  com- 
munication from  Apostles  and  other  immediate  disciples  of 
Jesus ;  especially  when  we  recollect  that  Irenseus  says,  that 
he  had  heard  Polycarp  repeating  the  oral  relations  of  John, 
and  of  other  hearers  of  the  Lord,  concerning  the  doctrine 
and  miracles  of  Jesus,  all  conformably  to  the  Scriptures, 
that  is,  to  the  Gospels.t  The  knowledge  which  Polycarp 
derived  from  the  hearers  of  our  Lord,  Clement  may  have 
received^  in  the  same  manner ;  and  therefore,  though  we 
may  appeal  to  their  writings  as  proving  the  authenticity  of 
the  Gospels,  we  cannot  appeal  to  them  as  a£R>rding  direct 
proof  of  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels. 

The  manner  in  which  the  writings  ascribed  to  Apostoli- 
cal Fathers  have  been  adduced  in  proof  of  the  genuineness 
of  the  Gospels  is  the  result,  as  it  seems  to  me,  of  an  im- 
perfect view  of  the  nature  of  that  proof.  The  mode  of 
reasoning  by  which  we  may  establish  the  genuineness  of 
the  GkMpels  has  been  regarded  as  much  more  analogous 
than  it  is  to  that  by  which  we  prove  historically  the  genu- 
ineness of  other  ancient  books;  that  is  to  say,  through  the 
mention  of  their  titles  and  authors,  and  quotations  from 
and  notices  of  them,  in  individual,  unconnected  writers. 
This  mode  of  reasoning  is,  in  its  nature,  satisfactory ;  and 
would  be  so  in  its  application  to  the  Gospels,  if  the  question 
of  their  genuineness  did  not  involve  the  most  momentous  of 
all  questions  in  the  history  of  our  race,  —  whether  Chris- 
tianity be  a  special  manifestation  of  God's  love  toward  man, 

*  See  Lardner.  t  See  before,  p.  oczlv. 
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or  only  tbe  most  remarkable  derelopemeDt  of  those  tenden- 
cies to  fanaticism  that  exist  in  human  nature.  Reasoning  in 
the  manner  supposed,  we  find  their  genuineness  unequivo- 
cally asserted  by  Irenseus ;  we  may  satisfy  ourselves  that 
they  were  received  as  genuine  by  Justin  Martyr ;  we  find 
the  Gospels  of  Matthew  and  Mark  mentioned  in  the  begin- 
ning of  the  second  century  by  Papias ;  and  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  St.  Luke^s  Grospel  we  have  his  own  attestation  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  Confining  ourselves  to  this  narrow 
mode  of  proof,  we  arrive  at  what  in  a  commcm  case  would 
be  a  satisfactory  conclusion.  But,  when  we  endeavour  to 
strengthen  this  evidence  by  appealing  to  the  writings  as- 
cribed to  Apostolical  Fathers,  we  in  fact  weaken  its  force. 
At  the  very  extremity  of  the  chain  of  evidence,  where  it 
ought  to  be  strongest,  we  are  attaching  defective  links  whk^h 
will  bear  no  weight. 

Btrr  the  direct  historical  evidence  fi>r  the  genuineness  of 
the  Grospels,  as  it  has  been  the  purpose  of  this  volume  to 
show,  is  of  a  very  different  kind  from  what  we  have  just  been 
considering.  It  consists  in  the  indisputable  fact,  that  through- 
out a  community  of  millions  of  individuals,  scattered  over 
Europe,  Asia,  and  Africa,  the  Gospels  were  regarded  with 
the  highest  reverence,  as  the  works  of  those  to  whom 
they  are  ascribed,  at  so  early  a  period  that  there  could 
be  no  difiiculty  in  determining  whether  they  were  genuine 
or  not,  and  when  every  intelligent  Christian  must  have 
been  deeply  interested  to  ascertain  the  truth.  And  thb 
fiwt  does  not  merely  involve  the  testimony  of  the  great 
body  of  Christians  to  the  genuineness  of  the  Gospels ;  it  is 
in  itself  a  phenomenon  admitting  of  no  explanation,  except 
that  the  four  Gospels  had  all  been  handed  down  as  genuine 
from  the  Apostolic  age,  and  had  everywhere  accompanied 
our  religion  as  it  spread  through  the  world. 


NOTICE. 


Thb  changes  which  have  heen  made  in  this  volume  will 
require  some  changes  in  any  future  edition  of  the  second  and 
third  volumes.  These  it  may  be  worth  while  here  to  speci- 
fy, as  some  readers  may  possess  the  latter  volumes  in  con- 
nection with  the  present  edition  of  the  first  I  will  begin 
by  mentioning  the  changes  required  in  referring  to  the  pages 
of  the  first  volume. 

Vol.  n.  p.  4,  note  *,  read  pp.  xlv  -  Iv. 
p.  5,  note  •»  read  pp.  183- 190. 
p.  267,  note  *,  read  p.  184. 

Vol.  in*  p.  239,  note  t,  read  pp.  ccxliii,  cczliv. 

p.  276,  note  *,  read  pp.  clxxxviii,  cbucdx. 

"       note  t,  read  pp.  98- 100. 
p.  277,  note  •,  read  p.  9,  seqq. 
"       note  t,  read  pp.  62,  53. 
p.  288,  note  *,  read  pp.  183- 190. 

In  the  concluding  Section  of  the  Note  on  Justin  Martyr's 
Quotations,  in  the  first  edition  of  this  volume,  which  Section 
is  now  omitted,  I  had  occasion  to  speak  of  the  Clementine 
Homilies.  They  are  more  fidly  treated  of  in  the  second  vol- 
ume ;  but  I  have  there  twice  recognized  this  previous  men- 
tion of  them.  The  following  words,  in  which  I  have  done 
so,  should  hereafter  be  omitted :  ^ 
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P.  66,  lines  14,  15,  —  ^  a  work  fonnerly  mentioned  as^ ; 
with  the  note  connected  with  them. 

And  p.  xxiii,  lines  9,  10,  —  *  To  the  Clementine  Homilies 
we  have  formerly  had  occasion  to  refer  * ;  with  the  note  con- 
nected with  them. 

In  the  Section  just  mentioned,  there  is  likewise  an  ac- 
count of  the  apocryphal  hook  called  '^  The  Gospel  according 
to  Peter.''  In  the  third  volume,  in  treating  of  apocryphal 
gospels,  I  have,  on  page  250,  referred  to  this  account.  But 
that  Section  heing  now  omitted,  the  following  passage  should 
be  substituted  instead  of  the  middle  paragraph  on  page  250. 


Befobe  the  time  of  Origen,  no  other  writer  besides  Irensus 
and  Clement  mentions  any  apocryphal  gospel,  real  or  sup- 
posed, except  Serapion,  as  quoted  by  Eusebius.  Serapion, 
who  was  bishop  of  Antioch  about  the  close  of  the  second 
century,  wrote,  concerning  a  gospel  called  ^'The  Gospel 
according  to  Peter,''  a  tract  of  which  Eusebius  gives  the 
following  account* 

'^  Another  tract  was  composed  by  Serapion  concerning 
the  Grospel  according  to  Peter,  so  called,  the  object  of  which 
was  to  confute  the  errors  contained  in  it,  on  account  of  some 
in  the  church  at  Bhdssus,  who  had  been  led  by  this  book 
to  adopt  heterodox  opinions.  From  this  it  may  be  worth, 
while  to  quote  a  few  words  in  which  he  expresses  his  opin- 
ion concerning  it.  *'  We  brethren,'  he  writes,  ^  acknowledge 
the  authority  both  of  Peter  and  the  other  Apostles  as  we  do 
that  of  Christ;  but  we  reject,  with  good  reason,  the  writings 
which  falsely  bear  their  names,  well  knowing  that  such  have 

*  Hilt  Eodei.  Lib.  VI.  c.  13. 
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not  been  handed  down  to  us.  I  indeed,  when  I  was  with  you, 
supposed  that  you  were  all  going  on  in  a  right  faith,  and,  not 
reading  through  the  gospel  under  the  name  of  Peter  which 
was  produced  by  them  [those  who  were  pleased  with  it]^ 
I  said,  If  this  is  all  that  troubles  you,  let  the  book  be  read. 
But  having  since  learnt  from  what  has  been  told  me,  that 
their  minds  had  fallen  into  some  heresy,  I  hasten  to  be  with 
you  again,  brethren,  so  that  you  may  expect  me  shortly. 
Now  we,  brethren,  know  that  a  like  heresy  was  held  by 
Marcion,  who  also  contradicted  himself,  not  comprehending 
what  he  said,  as  you  may  learn  from  what  has  been  written 
to  you.*  For  we  have  been  able  to  procure  this  gospel  from 
others  who  use  it,  that  is,  from  his  followers,  who  are 
called  Doceta  (for  the  greater  part  of  the  opinions  in  ques- 
tion belong  to  their  system),  and  having  gone  through  it, 
we  have  found  it  for  the  most  part  conformable  to  the  true 
doctrine  of  the  Saviour ;  but  there  are  some  things  excep- 
tionable,t  which  we  subjoin  for  your  information.' " 

We  may  conclude,  from  this  account,  that  the  Gospel  of 
Peter  was  not  a  history  of  Christ's  ministry.  Serapion 
would  not  have  regarded  with  such  indifference  as  he  first 
manifested  a  history  of  our  Lord,  ascribed  to  the  Apostle 

*  As  tbifl  sentence  is  nnimportant,  and  as  I  believe  the  present  text  to 
be  cornipt,  I  have  ventored  to  render  it  as  perhaps  it  should  be  amended. 
It  now  stands  thus  :'-*H/«ir«  Xi^  dk)iXf«2,  JMir«x«C«/uM«  iitMt  h  ml^ifiMs  i 

ly^a^n.  *Eivfnfn/*tf  ytkf  irmf  aXXtf^  ».  r.  X.  I  would  read  the  first 
words  as  follows: — *^f/ku$  3^  ^)iXf«},  »»r%XmUft%f  iriifumf  h  mi^Utttg 
i  Mm^nftf,  it  »*)  Ukitrtf  fif»frnZr9y  ».  r.  X. 

There  is  also  some  uncertainty  about  the  precise  meaning  of  the  next 
sentence ;  but,  fortunately,  this  uncertainty  does  not  extend  to  any  thing 
imp<fftant  in  the  paragraph. 
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Peter,  which  he  had  not  before  seen.  Were  it  geDuine,  h 
must  have  been  to  him,  as  to  any  one  else,  an  object  of 
great  interest.  But  the  supposition  of  its  genuineness  is  too 
extravagant  to  require  discussion.  —  Nor  can  we  suppose  it 
to  have  been  an  original  history  (that  is  to  say,  not  a  com- 
pilation from  any  one  or  more  of  the  four  Gospels),  which, 
though  not  the  work  of  Peter,  was  yet  entitled  to  credit. 
For  it  is  impossible  that  the  existence  of  such  a  history 
should  not  have  been  notorious ;  that  it  should  not  have  been 
a  frequent  subject  of  remark ;  that  it  should  have  been  un- 
known to  Serepion,  himself  a  bishop  and  a  controversial 
writer ;  or,  even  if  previously  unknown^  that  it  should  not 
at  once  have  excited  his  attention. — Nor  can  it  have  been 
a  history  founded  upon  one  or  more  of  the  four  Grospels, 
with  certain  additions  favoring  the  opinions  of  the  DocetsB. 
When  we  recollect  the  abundant  notices  of  Marcion^s  gos- 
pel, which  was  only  a  mutilated  copy  of  Luke^s,  it  cannot 
be  believed,  that  there  was  another  historical  book  extant 
among  Marcion^s  followers  of  a  similar  character  (except 
that  it  contained  some  obnoxious  additions),  of  which  the 
notices  are  so  scanty,  and  which  is  never  mentioned  as  an 
historical  book.  —  There  is  still  another  supposition ;  that  it 
was  a  history  undeserving  of  credit,  a  history  containing 
many  fabulous  accounts.  But  this  is  inconsistent  with  the 
manner  in  which  Serapion  mentions  it ;  for  he  speaks  of  it 
with  but  slight  censure,  commending  the  generality  of  its 
contents;  as  no  catholic  writer  of  his  time  would  have 
spoken  of  such  a  professed  history  of  Christ's  ministry 
as  we  have  last  imagined. 

The  Grospel  according  to  Peter,  then,  was  not  an  his- 
torical book ;  and  this  appears  not  merely  from  what  has 
been  said,  but  from  the  fact,  that  neither  Serapion  nor  Euse- 
bius  gives  any  intimation  tliat  it  bore  that  character.    Sera- 


NOTICE.  cclxxv 

pion's  treatise  was  in  the  hands  of  Eusehius,  as  it  probably 
had  been  in  thoee  of  many  before  him.  It  treated  of  the 
errors  in  the  book,  it  was  written  to  refute  them;  and, 
had  these  errors  consisted  in  false  narratives  concerning 
Christ,  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  that  plenary  evidence 
of  the*  fact  would  have  existed,  both  in  the  writings  of 
Serapion  and  Eusebius,  and  in  those  of  other  fathers. 
It  appears  that  it  was  used  by  the  Gnostics,  and  had  it  been 
a  professed  history  of  Christ's  ministry  used  by  them,  we 
should  certainly  have  had  much  more  full  information  con- 
cerning it.  The  supposition,  that  it  was  not  an  historical 
book,  and  this  alone,  it  may  be  further  observed,  agrees 
with  the  manner  in  which  Serapion  describes  it,  as  ^^  for 
the  most  part  conformable  to  the  true  doctrine ''  (not  the 
true  history)  ^^  of  the  Saviour,  but  containing  some  things 
exceptionable.'^ 

The  book,  it  may  be  added,  was  not  of  any  importance 
or  notoriety.  Serapion,  bishop  of  Antioch,  in  his  time 
the  principal  see  in  the  East,  was,  as  we  have  seen,  unac- 
quainted with  it,  till  his  attention  was  called  to  it  by  some 
Christians  of  his  diocese,  as  favoring  heretical  doctrines. 
We  may  conclude,  therefore,  that  it  was  unknown  to 
a  great  majority  of  Christians,  his  contemporaries.  Be- 
side the  notice  of  it  by  him,  we  find  the  following  pas^ 
sage  in  Origen :  —  ^^  Some  say  that  the  brothers  of  Jesus 
were  the  sons  of  Joseph  by  a  wife  to  whom  he  was  married 
before  Mary,  relying  upon  the  tradition  in  the  Grospel  ac- 
cording to  Peter  or  the  book  of  James."  *  It  is  also  re- 
ferred to  by  Eusebius  and  Jerome,  who  mention  it  as  an 
apocryphal  work  falsely  ascribed  to  Peter.  Eusebius  espe- 
cially enumerates  it  among  diose  books  which  were  brought 

*  Comment  in  MaUh.  Tom.  x.  Opp.  III.  4€2,  463. 
Ji 
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forward  by  the  heretics  under  the  names  of  Apostles ;  such 
as  no  writer  of  the  Church  had  thought  worth  commemorat- 
ing, they  being  altogether  devoid  of  good  sense  and  piety. 
No  fragment  of  it  remains,  and  these  are  all  the  notices  of 
it  found  in  the  first  four  centuries. 


In  connection  with  the  above  insertion,  the  note*,  on 
p.  250  of  Volume  III.,  and  the  note  *  on  p.  251,  are  to  be 
omitted. 

The  opinion  I  have  maintained  in  a  note  in  this  volume, 
pp.  1  -  liv,  respecting  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Gospel  of 
the  Ebionites,  leaves  so  little,  if  any,  foundation  for  the  sug- 
gestion in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  note  on  p.  256  of  the 
third  volume,  that  this  paragraph  should  be  omitted. 

The  following  errata  have  been  noticed  in  the  second  and 
third  volumes. 

Vol.  II.  p.  42,  line  5,  for  *  Theatetus'  read  '  Theaetetus.' 
p.  43,  note,  line  13  from  bottom,  for  '  Tenneman^ 

read  '  Tennemann.' 
p.  166,  note  fl,  for  '  p.  126 '  read  *  p.  128.' 
p.  198,  note,  line  1^  for  ^idlortjg^  read  ^idiot^gJ* 
"  "     line  2,  for  '  naqaiq^yn '  read '  naqa- 

p.  233,  note,  line  3,  for  '  p.  280 '  read.'  p.  229.' 
p.  259,  note,  line  1,  for  'If/o/ueVa'  read  ^Xtyo' 

p.  Ixix,  note,  line  8,  for  '  Prol^gomenes '  read 
'  Prol^gom^nes.' 
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Vol.  II.  p.  clxix,  line  8  from  bottom,  for  ^ Numbers^  read 

'  Exodus.' 
In  a  few  copies,  the  note  on  p.  clvii  is  not  given  as  it  was 
last  written.     It  should  stand  thus. 


The  principle  involyed  in  the  preceding  remarks,  that  in  explain- 
ing the  words  of  our  Lord  we  should  consider  to  whom  they  were  im- 
mediately addressed,  is  equally  implied  in  the  following  passage  from 
TertuUian,  —  a  very  remarkable  one,  considering  the  time  when  it 
was  written,  —  though  he  makes  a  different  application  of  it :  — "  Om- 
nia quidem  dicta  Domini  omnibus  posita  sunt ;  per  aures  Judsorum 
ad  nos  transierunt ;  sed  pleraque  in  personas  directa,  non  proprietatem 
admonitionis  nobis  constituerunt,  sed  exemplum.'*  —  **  All  the  sayings 
of  our  Lord  are  meant  for  all ;  they  have  passed  to  us  through  the  ears 
of  the  Jews ;  but  many  of  them,  being  addressed  to  individuals,  are 
not,  for  us,  literal  precepts,  but  exemplifications  of  duty.*'  De  PrsB- 
script.  Hsretic.  c.  6.  p.  206.  Conf.  De  FugA  in  Penecutione,  c.  13. 
pp.  542, 543. 


Vol.  III.  p.  172,  note,  line  5,  for  '  fasely  *  read  *  falsely.' 
p.  232,  note  •,  for  '  Origin '  read  *  Origen.' 
p.  245,  note,  line  7,  for  '  (pgoquittig  *  read  '  ngoipii' 

p.  261,  note,  line  2  from  bottom,  for  ^quomodo ' 

read  ^quo  modo.^ 
p.  311,  line  4,  for  ^  Uyssus '  read  '  Ilissus.^ 
p.  zxii,  line  1,  for  *  later'  read  Matter.' 

In  the  present  volume,  p.  xxvii,  note  t,  line  3  from  bot- 
tom, for  '  hominihus '  read  ^  haminumJ^ 

And  p.  ccxli,  in  the  title  of  the  section,  for  ^  Other 
Works '  read  'Another  Epistle.' 
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